2

AcCormickh‘Sandrag BAL

MY,

carn

‘National éeading COnfer nce

AVATLABLE FROM

SARYY

BUB ‘TYPE

EDRS: PRICE

DESCRIPTORS
Relationchip, Second“Language Learning; tmheory
Practicé-Rélationship :

IDENTIFIERS Literacy Events

ABSTRACT - o

Reflecting diverSified.views, this National>Reading

Relations among Three Per pectives" (T. Shan
“Hotivated Literacz (u. K. HCCaslin)
on Students’ Personal Understanding of Liter

Li*eracy~ Novice Whole Lanquage Teachers innConventional
Instrictional Environments”~(n. Paaak‘and o. G. Jelson) "The ‘Effects
of Structural Factors .of Expository Texts*on Teachers' Judgments of
Writing Quality" (B. E. COX),U"B Longftudinal Study of erviqe

~

o

Children's Reading and

Low—Performing, Fourth-Grade, Inner City students'iibility to
COmprehend“NarratiVe" (u. H. Hosenthal) "Lexicar cohesion in
Comprehension ard cOmposition° A SynthssiS>of Research issues" {R. B.
Speaker, Jr. and o“hers); "The Construction of Narratives by Good and

‘
»
N

.F 2, . o

A + - , .

UMY ;n’ ‘*r» { . £ « . % : N i
> ,md'ov S t:‘wsw .»,‘:z PPFERN: T AP F S SR U TR SRS S ) - ke B A el i ae Ty B Gednh 0 M WA 3 L BPHE + s N RNt 8 52 N e a0 Sy A




tion:Fra \ngv;t;t‘t‘“‘
'v\ ‘»l; \% rﬂ' 3.2

.m-»oms;s;x : ‘“"le

con,:,t-_ A ii“»\\

\"”\» 3 TLRY x, «,

- Three:and G et
snespons%m ko»st"&é’nﬁ‘Writfﬁ'x‘
Stra.tegies Aétiv:u:.te& »Reggesenég& ﬁ,ﬁz”

.,.

Ptograms, Kinéergart;nﬂ t:hmug £ Wacp Gra
cni‘nge& fron 1983 to**1989"’ (J: F ooq agc_tn

s\\,.,:g,;{;,‘m
k'f.‘a ] ’é

[ty

~ -

t*tnt*taxaz*t*aank*txﬁ'g:‘g*tg_:kta*t****tn*j{ ]

*  Reproductiohs supgiiﬁil’ By, EDRS7are ‘th.“
ron’tl

g . ‘- ‘original dociine

P

*R*ﬁ**t‘ *t*&****tk*t%**?g**t&tﬂ*** 8!*******3***&***

LRRY

. "~ ~t\<

&
<

O
2

w3 a

&byt
2 0

Y N
Yo

4

FORYS

N I
c% >

: ,, Lo .
g .. .~ . v e,
Wt et o bt o ST s s ks  atwra wBe et Larnr b s - e U e ma it o S P Bl e e P LAl aw




e i 0§ L e

- —

U

*PERMISSION 7O REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL N MICROFICHE ONLY
?ﬁ BEEN GRANTED BY

“WMM:HU
) W g

O THE ECUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFCRMATION CENTER (ERIC).”

U S DEPARTMENT CF EDUCATION
T Hre st E2uCatCral Basedsn ang morgvement
ET_CATONAL RESCURCES *FTRMATICN
CENTER ERC
~ g ApCumEnt M3s TEen AT CU(Pa 3S
SCae L1 TRE Terss” Tr CIgariyaucn
rarateg !
i e maPGeS mave Tees TaLe 'S mDrose
PLIAGUC” BP 3.3 Y
-
@ Sants of yiew St uPitun S STales TS soCy
ment go not necessariy regresent o*hcial
GERI position of POHCy



LITERACY THEORY AND. RESEARGH%

S T e

Thirty-ninth Yearbook
of -
The National Reading Confererce

JERRY ZUTELL SANDRA MCCORMICK
Ohio State University Ohio State University

With the editorial assistance of

MONA CONNOLLY PATRICIA O’KEEFE
Ohio State University NRC Headquarters

Published by
The National Reading Conference, Inc.

1990

'ANALYSES FROM MULTIPLE PAR"ADIGMQ_{ U




NRC YEARBOOK is published anually by the National ReadingConfefence, -Inc., . -5
11 East Hubbard, Suite 200, Chicago, IL 60611, (312) 329-2512, .. .- B

POSTMASTER: Send address changes to: NKC Yearbook, 11 East Hubbard, Suite.
200, Chicago, IL 60611. .

SUBSCRIPTIONS: Institutions: $45.00 domestic or $55.00 foreign, per year, or, as;
part of a combination subscription with NRC’s Journal of Reading Behavior (fotal
price $80.00 domestic or $95.00 foreign). Availakle to professioril:individual, fam-
ily, or student members who attend the National Conference as:part of membershi

in the National Reading Conference, Inc. Members who do not attend the Conference-

may purchase the Yearbook for $25.00. Also available for use in uhiversity/cglleg;é‘
courses. Write for information. S

Copyright, 1990, National Reading Conference, Inc. Microfiche copy is available.
from ERIC Reproduction Service, 3900 Wheeler Avenue, Alexandria, VA 22304,
The articles in the NRC Yearbook are indexed in Psychological Abstracts, Index:to:
Social Sciences & Humanities Proceedings, Annual Summary of Investigations:Re-. :
lated 1o Reading, and Educational Research Information Clearing House, Because:
the NRC Yearbook serves as an open forum, readers should not construe the publishing
of the contents as implying advocacy or endorsement by the National Reading Confer- .,
ence, its officers, or its members. NRC is a not for profit, membership corporation; -
All business correspondence, including changes of address (include the old address):
and applications for membership, should be sen: to: NRC, 11 East Hubbard, Suite:
200, Chicago, IL 60611.

Manuscripts accepted for publication in the NRC Yearbook undergo an impartial re-
view conducted by the Ea*~vial Advisory Board and the Co-Editors. Manuscripts; -
must be original works which have been presented at the Annual Meeting of the,

National Reading Conference ad have not been published elsewhere or submitted. -
simultaneoucly to other publication outlets.




~ae

OFFICERS AND:BOARD OF DIRECTORS.

~QF .

N - oot .. 2."4',, PRI . v
THE NATIONAL READING CONFERENCE, INC.
GERRY-G. DUFFY, President
Michigan State University
ROBERT. TIERNEY, President-Elect
Ohio State University

DONNA ALVERMANN, Vice President_
University of Georgia

L TAFFY RAPHAEL, Treasurer

) Michigan State University

MARY W. OLSON, Secretary
University of Nonh Carolina at Greensboro

JAMES V. HOFFMAN, Past President
University of Texas, Austin

RICHARD ALLINGTON, Board Member
SUNY at Albany

JAMES FLOOD, Board Member
San Diego State University

JUDY NICHOLS MITCHELL, Boar1i Member
University of Arizona

DIANE SCHALLERT, Board Member
University of Texas, Austin

JERRY NILES, Publications Chair
Virginia Tech
JUDITH C. BURNISON, Executive Director

N

2

o

§
1o
N
by

b

%,




Ty

Eanorx? ,ﬁ?,,!y

ty, -

sme 'Umvm:y of Néw: York at Génesco

:Col M&E;‘Ohxo Public Schools

»‘x YtA:

Eéé om Michxgan Uhiversity

4~{.\~,<

ianciolo
Mgan Staze Umvcrslty
Iﬁﬁn”e" nrphy Ciinard

T o

Umvemty of Oonnectxcut

N,

Janice:

Umvmity of Utah
Mazishi Jean Dreber
Universlty of Maryland
Patricis Edwards
chlu'gan State \University

Carolyn Evm!dt
Yoﬂ: Unxversxty

-

e

Intcmational Readmg Association
Kare ‘F

‘st ’I'exas Stata University
Jemes Flood

San Diego State Univcrsuy
Evelyn'B, Freeman

Ohio State Unjversity at Newark
Umve:sxty of British Columbia

- Douglas’
Universityeof ‘Pittsburgh

e ‘5 Y

Southeastern Louisiana University

TR P
L

) Ivania Stafs Univcm'x’ti '3

Lt J D&i Ym,.. Srice: 1
: mem o :

Schost, Hono!ulu, Hewll G

i

3 : I'ITORIAL Anv1so'; anmw
) ,Thwy Jintk Yeorbook ' theNa:io |-Recding.

Jichined Prs
_University o

Py
3.

Fat

pS

o L S mxe%\- .'
o

;"\ﬁ By WNL

- 7«;_;{ wm..u mi’

e g

«U venityofl‘

B N‘*mﬂn.“

§

s*“megosweu:awasx LT

Se e Do ¥k a3 {0

A ;.,5/\" ;...w,wm.,w» \.\,

oluo suwkusi““"’

£ seas

AT

Charlu E
Univcrsitx of

&1‘

-. William Nagy: o
Ugigcgltﬁ 'o‘f Illinozs 8t Urbana—Cham
SisaN .
Universuyﬂof Lowell
David O'Brien.

Pirdus; Unii,e'zsisy

Aiui*.l '

m “"isvafﬂoumna:aml.ake

- 2o 2




AT ™ (‘-«wwo‘-gtv Ty N v SRV £ L P ST LI ATt W BTV P 2PN T T e

PATRS 2TET At FS L A A BT A

“’”"‘* TS ® o, S EL LN TR G e A, g o R O F Y
H Q.’ ww.'f‘w" “%\-}; »\.},\ COEE e SN TV & S ",»;u.:,,? ,,.., y\ox° SR *ﬂ__\g@‘
% W (el ‘(Zﬁ“f T SEAER D LY 7, Ty NN R
,¢;0._, ‘,’,‘u.‘ ] o) L RIS T v /_.Wr:? :
2 - ' ' C, 0 QAN R
‘ N N - FRAT,
oo . I S
- Bl A y A
’ MRS
- L
S . .
e e ey ‘4\':4“ e S g
: b R ;

Chi.“%? ’

AR 1 g

R :

S B S s - ~ e

ostxyhnda-A W ey
’.\*‘" AT -

RSN e [

i

ity

vazn 2, m ,.
'New:York Universi

uy.t;:«: T A
LA ° & R

b
RS -,;,awv:'
o s \ Tt
A
>
N s ‘fv" "‘.d‘ﬂ’lnli S\i‘i
w ey
N / o

gpyd g5
DT
SR 3 3 ’
! o « 'V”r"-"""’" ,.,«;5/\.1-.,
TN T X YTy RACH e et X

: - ¥ el A
b3 : oy SRR T,

L
N o v o

‘St Univetsity

b

N S B

Deborah Welli Rive
anderbit Uivers

T )

e “““’AY& _M Umvcrsity

ty of;l'exas at Austin

SE
G Sd';q,q S e ,re‘,"
9'!191095,"@@"!' R
canise Shiy Sckiumm _ z hadiis RS
,AM»Umv ty'” Clcvc)and State Umvasny . A
AN . v d’f‘f
C.iShiake MR
R
Umvemty of Kentucky D
N
N . _::z:.':r ),
g TR
LA YE
e oy T
A

e

B

St
P

T ARg Y B
e W’. A

R

"y
3 ‘,$~

«

. ..
.
g

wh T , .
. 3T . L

e . B
. . " - 40t
L B .t 5. .. st

A N e oy B Yo Ve
P POy G LU NP 5. N RS S J0- P SRPI NIgA A R 3




",:“‘:fy

Lt
SR

A el 3 g e -

ofﬂi& Naﬁonalkndiu

Ty AT »w,gv b3

Tlu'ny ninth Yearbﬁok

U "’jf*':;'iBfSoum Flouda a

ars

Joyee E; Mady: . 7
TcxasA&MU crsxty”w

WG

\,fj R
N [N N B
Chnsuan Umve’rsity Fldrida Wumvmlw -
_. R £y -'0~n . B POV
.,D SanhHMarﬂu TR \'fw. -
Loui ana Statc Umverslty ' ¥ 'versity

‘,‘.,r

J: David Cooper Ptiicia Matéahy S
Ball Statc,Umvcrslty ,Rutgcrs Uni ' xty N
Avon: Crismore Rkﬁird Rob

Indlana Umvemty--Purdue University «t Fort Wayne: Umv

Uni cmty of Georgia '

Peter DeWitz Kithy Gragey Short. -
v Umvezsnty‘ of:Toledo Um\icrslty of; Anzﬁ-?a
- Lols G. Drgyer ‘ '
i Coluinbia University Soutbcm lllmons :University...
I BarbaraGumm . Sm&kin N
H Atize™n State University Umvcmity of chston at C!w Lake
R Sindya; Yoilingsworth Jeannie L. Steele:
C University of Calitornia at Berkeley University of Northein !owa,
i Michidel Kamil
Chio ‘State University




Txmothy Shanahan
Robcn] Ticmey

‘ n'wlmpfwnimss

Motxvated THEracy ..ccoviiivieiisnnnesccennnsiecansannaees cererererssnnans cectrestaanian

Mary M. McCaslin

- STUDENT RESEARCH AWARD
The effect of reader stance on studenis’ persona. understanding of

Joyce E. ‘\dany

" LITERACY HISTORY

UHETOIUTE «oovesererersesorerasacsssesssnssasesssesoscsesassnssssnse ceencensens areeseees

=. Joining the debate: Researchers and reading education curriculum ............ .
, Patrick Shannon ,
The NRC Yearbooks database ..........ccosesssesssessssisns oot areas 73
R. Scott Baldwm
: John E Feadence
. Jeanne Shay Schumm
5 John P. Konopak
;: - 'l:EACliER FACTORS AND CLASSROOM PRACTICES
- The curricular expeﬂencex of ai-risk first graders in programs
: ) """"wd (0. proMOte SUCCESS wooses svavssess ceseseseeensesettaseetsanes feseseennenene 79
- L KC Mclmda Lmdscy - - .
E‘:a;u,,. e - _ ;e ,;,4‘:— .\;,N e T et o e AT o Tt et a




R ,«{; - G

- ooy - oty S E O IR

Teachers’ 7 ',Wghuabourmm#’chf%’:lmrm fog-

Ianglkgeandhiefﬁéy N
Jﬁﬁuv Hoffnnn S ’

“Nancy Li-Roser ’

Becoming:a :eachcr of Iimacy ‘Novice whole Ianguage téachers.
anconven?ionalimmalonalagviromm siingeainnraanssenyiig e sy st
chyDPadak p] o
{Olga G :Nelson: ’ RO
Implementisig anckored’ instruction: Gulding princgolc:for currfcubun ce
mlopﬁwnt‘ * o= u:ccccc-ic; -------- 30sessssscss u--u‘.n-,-n-.u._..gu-g--n-n ug; 8~ : :j‘v\ A
‘K McLanty - T
JcnmferGoodmm
Victoria J. Rxsko
Chadal( Kxnzcr
Nancy- Vyc
Debbie'Rowe
Jamcchon

Effects of grouping and difficulty of materials on reading ackzevanent ....... - 128
Mlchacl L: Kemil
Chnstme Rauscher

Reading instruction in-sclence at the transitional grades: Belieys versus L
?’GC‘IC‘C IIIIIIcf!!vccccc!ccccgcccg ccccccccccccccccccc 9000000000 0040s XY TT Y YYY) (XYY L) 7 ) 'f;"" g

Lennié:Holomon
Mary Everett
Nancv Wecms
Luhc Amcneaux

The effects of structural factors, of expository texts on rcacher Judgments af
writing quality .............. - revasens eetsensennninnisnn; Setessectesnassnrsrnnens
-Beverly E. Cox

A longindinal study of préservice teachers’ lmowledge SITUCIUTES «uvvvereeneens .
Beth Ann Hermann

A comparative study of the teachinig - )fféctiveness of i:y‘lu:r.rial and
noninfluential teachers and reading- ~comprehénsion, development ............ .
Robért B. Ruddell: .
Manlyn E. Drabeun
Judith Barnés .

Best ideas: Sources and mﬂuence: cesetecanisasacecens renesass Seenesaerensgenncsananeny
SaraAnn Bmh

- m C . :,'., y

B ¥ S %

s - U s 2o
L JAruiton provissavy enic: 44 S M)
RN : P _

-

P T -




KN ».-M {
o q)

‘ ‘Teadn‘ng :tudcm fo leam from Lixt: Prc.ﬂ;rrlce content mschm d‘an,gwg
P viewof their role thugh the window of ¥ :kdr srudem—profcxsor éhJogue ) .
; ‘ "W Sesosssesesisissessessans I LI TY LY TR RNy} ssesssesinns assessnveer. Y TITYTS YRRy ] 17[\- )

'Ihomas W Bcan - -~
Jan Zulich

. "EARLY LITERACY. INTERVENTIONS -

Thé influence of literacy-enriched play settings on preschoolers engagemem .
with written language ....evieaeeeesiees sesseesssarsecasene seirseesmeseseerigesiessisass AP 0
‘Susan B. Neuman o
Kathy; Roskos
Shared bock readifg in an Early Start program for at-risk children ....cccoenee. 189
Jana M.-Muson
Boniic M. Kerr 2
Christine McCormick )
Effect of early literacy intervention on kindergarten achievement ............ ... 199
Linda-M. Phillips
4 Stephen P: Nomis
- Jana M. Mason
;. Bonnie M. Kerr
. Parents’ perteptwns of children's reading and writing developmen: in a
whole-langusge Kindergaren Program .........eeesenssnssisesscsissessiessisans . 209
Bcvcrly J. Bruneau
Timothy V. Rasinski
Richard P. Ambrose

&
£
3
'
L
;
&I
]
zg

il

4]

RN Bt T R

WORD KNOWLEDGE

‘Word length and first word recOgnItion ........cccovveerennneinenianiinianieseens 217
Luci Lipscomb y
Philip B. Gough
A syllabic-unit approach to teaching decoding of polysyllabic words o fourth-
and sixth-grade disabled readers ...............e.e beseesssenersasssonrensensssesanes 223
John Shelfelbine

Incidental learning of word meanings by kindergorten and fiz '::-gmde
children throughi repeated read aloud EVentS ueeeeeeeisionee cosseciisiicssuens 231
Cynthia B.'Leung
John J. Pikulski
The inﬁuence of phonics instruction on spelling progress ............... cvevennnns 241
Laurie Nelson |

SERIC 11

o A ruio provided by enic:




daemtmeg@xo_gdo .

.v‘%wﬁﬁ{’}\/o{" P R et

rqall” ceriaiy y.ou )atow the mailude
Pressl yr i

- A.&Se&;ﬁ:fﬁé':éhj jrén’ s inferen

T “as

-

comprehendnarranve
James H. Mosentha] -

Lexical cohesion in compréhension and composition: A synthesis. of research

Developmg Iaw-performmg. fourth-grade, inner-city srudenfs abzln‘y to *

issues L T T Ty T TP RPN P

Rxchan‘l B Speaker, Jr.
John G. Bamitz
Joan P. Gipe

The construction of narratives by good and poor readers .........ccoccvueeennenes
Rose-Marie Weber

READING AND STUDYING EXPOSITORY TEXT

Students’ level of cornmitment to their naive conceptions and their conceptial
charige learning from 1eXIS .....cceceeunveireueenerrsonnonsorsnersnesssesssesnsnes
Janice A. Dole
Dale S. Niederhauser

Interactive teaching and learning. Facilitating learning disabled students’
ransition from novice 10 expert .............cevueeeeeeeerennesarenneseensnecsnasenss
Margaret A. Gallego
Grace Z. Duran
Pavid J. Scanlon -

The effect of PLAE upon students’ test performance and metazognitive
QWATENESS .....cuvveuveurenurenusesreresesnssstrsorsasrorsrsasssssssnnsarnassaasassassesss
Sherrie L. Nist
Michele L. Simpson
Correcting misconceptions: Effect of type 0f 1ext .....ccouvveeueieririverernncronsens
Katherinz Maria

Joanne Mons Johnson .

Transfer effects of prior knowledge and use of graphic organizers on college
developmental readers’ summarization and comprehension of expository
Emest'Balajtbj
NC Renee Wclsberg l 2 _

L3

‘ "o

. M/‘c_..._.,w. B
_ - , - = e mm wmm _ __ _a s Tk, Lo




‘.

@ A descnpnve analyszs of gaod readers .and wri
3 "‘rades one, three: arid five seieereneneeenr e agasastncassasnsannines
Robert JKleﬂer

s oo

:Early literacy strategies: Activities represented in current basal readers ..... -
Lesley Mandel Morrow
Rachel Parse

Types of writings included in basal reading programs, kindergarten
through second grade: An investigation of changes from 1933 to 1989 ......
James Flood
Diane Lapp

ADULT LITERACY

Reading strategies of marginally literate workers: A case study ......ccouoee.o
Vemna Haskins Denny

SECOND LANGUAGE READING PROCESSES

What L2 readers remember: Is it related to their awareness of text structure?
Sally A. Hague
Steve Olejnik

Factors affecting second language text COMPreRension ...........ocveevveesvcseees
Keiko Koda




PREFACE

As v/as true last year, we are highly pleased with the content of the 39th NRC
Yearbook. When we put the final touches on the Table of Contents and were able to
see as a whole the scope of this year’s articles, several things were evident. First, a

i 4 glance down through the titles shows such diversity that it appears there §§10u18 be

something here for almost everyone. Second, an examination of the authors of these
articles discloses an excellent mix of work by the most respécted individuals in our
field, along with perspectives from many promising new contributors. Third, the titles,
as well as the content of the articles, reveal analyses from varied philosophical and
methodological paradigms—as reflected in the title we have chosen for the 1990
edition of the Yearbook. These diversified views are a strength of the National Reading
Conference, and we velieve, of this publication.

The Yearbook is truly the work of the National Reading Conference membership.
This year 77 members served on our editorial advisory review board and an additional
27 served as guest reviewers. Reviewers maintained high standards in recommending
manuscripts for acceptance and provided concrete, thorough suggestions for revision.
Of the 104 general papers review=d, 41 are published in this 39th Yearbook; there
also are 3 special papers—the NRC Annual Review of Research, one invited address,
and the student award paper. These articles, along with the Presidential Address,
represent the work of 99 NRC members. The special papers except for the Presidential
Address, as with the general papers, all received outside, blind reviews. The overall
acceptance rate for this NRC Yearbook was 41%.

We thank the authors for their high quality research, reviews, and position papers,
feeling certain that these add important knowledge to our literature base in the literacy
field. Our deep appreciation also goes to the reviewers for their conscientious attention
to their tasks. We wish, also, to give special recognition to Mona Connolly, our
graduate student and editorial assistant for the Yearbook, for her intelligent and careful
attention to all manner of details and to Pat O’Keefe, our liaison with NRC Headquar-
ters, for her patience and knowledge. Our job has been made easier by the contribu-
tions of so many competent professionals.

Jerry Zutell
Sandra McCormick
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OSCAR S. CAUSEY AWARD

The Oscar S. Causey Award is given each y.ur for outstanding contributions to
reading research. Dr. Causey was the founder of the National Reading Conference
and served many years as Chair of its Executive Committee.

This year’s recipient o *he Oscar S. Causey Award, P. David Pearson, is enor-
mously well known across our ficld. First, his intercsts cross many people’s inferests;
he has an abiding interest in research, an cncuring interest in practice, and ap unfalter-
ing belief in the benefits of research to pracnce and practice to research. Second, te
writes well and writes a lot; he speaks well and speaks a iot. Third, und by fer - st
important, what he has to say is so thougntfu'ly considered. I believe it is his d.pth
of knowledge and his intellectual honesty that satisfies.

Several yeais ago, David and I were both scheduled to present in .« “‘what research
has to say to instruction’’ session at a regional IRA meeting. We v e to . ynthesize
research findings about comprehension and vocabulary aed to point to those find ags
that had a strong enough research base to allow us to suggest with confic‘snice that
they »e implemented in classrooms.

David synthesized the findings intelligently end interestingly. I particulerly no-
ticed how careful he was about staying with what the research said, and not cfferi~g
things he belizved were probably true as being true. He listed five findings, and then
a sixth that he believed would turn out to be true, but stated clearly that it could not
be supported with rescarch. From that time on I have seen David, time and time
again, clearly distinguish between what rc.2arch suggests and his own opinions

Depth and breadta of knowledge and honesty are hallmarks of David’s work.
This is important because David is so influential among practitioners. Of course, it is
not only teachers whom David informs. Certainly his students, other scholars, and
researchers have benefited from his work. I focus on teachers becau.. many are not
as aware of the research as researchers are, and therefore can be more susceptibie to
accepting the opinions of authorities as grounded in research.

An incident that happened to me speaks directly to the enormous influence David
has with teachars. I was being introduced for a talk I was to give at the local IRA in
a southern state by a teacher who did not know of my work © st hand. The individual
had called me for a vitae, and from it had written a formal and rather lengthy account
of a variety of my endeavors. Finaily, with a flourish, she waved her rotes aside,
looked directly at the audience and said, ‘‘Look, Dr. Beck must be pretty good,
because even P, David cites Ler.”’

I believe David Pearson has made enormously useful contributions to our field
I think we e lucky to have him. And so, it is truly a privilege to present the 1989
Oscar S. Causey Award to P. David Pearson.

Presented by Isabel L. Beck
December 1989
Q
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ALBERT J. KINGSTON AWARD

The annual Albert J. Kingston Award for Service to the National Reading Confer-
" ence was established in 1985 to henor Professor Albert Kingston for years of dedicated
service to NRC. Professor Kingston, an educctional psychologist and reading special-
ist, was President of NRC in 1965-66. ’

The 1989 recipient of the prestigious Albert J. Kingston Award is Michael L.
Kamil. Michael Kamil received his Ph.D. from the University of Wisconsin in 1969,
Currently he is Associate Professor of Education at The Ohio State University. During
the past 20 years, he has authored, co-authered, or edited over 40 books; book chap-
ters, and journal articles for the literacy field, has received research grants from the
National Science Foundation, the Naticnal Conference on Research in English, the
USOE Right to Read Program, and other orgenizaticns; and has presented papers at
over 60 national and international meetings of scholars. In 1983 he received the Milton
Jacobson Readability Research Award.

One of the great benefits of receiving the Albert J. Kingston Award is that you
have the privilege of helping to choose the recipient for the next year. Everyone
who receives the award in an organization this large must have the same humbling
feelin,-—**Why me, when there are so many who ate equally deserving?”’ NRC is,
after all, run by the membership. Its success and its vitat.y depend on a membership
willing to serve its purpose.

The big bonus of the Albert Kingsten Service Award is that you get the chance
to help correct any possible error of the previous year by picking your own candidate
for the coming year. I cannot say, of course, how much discussion has gone into
previous choices, but this year the choice was so clear there was almost no discussion.
Everyone involved in the decision agreed that this year we have to give the Albert
Kingston award to Michael Kamil! 'm sure that a vote of the entire membership
would confirm our choice.

When [ tried to list all Michael has done for NRC, it seemed easier to try to think
of something he has not done. That proved even more impossible He has been truly
a Man for All Seasons to us. Michael Kamil has served on the Editorial Advisory
Review Board of the Yearbook; served as editor or coeditor of three NRC Yearbooks;
served on the Publications Committee, of which he is currently the chairperson; served
as a member of the Board of Directors; chaired the Subcommittee on Standards and
Ethics; served on the Editorial Advisory Board of the Journal of Reading Behavior;
served as editor of the Journal of Reading Behavior; served as a reviewer of the
National Reading Conference program proposals; and been a frequent contributor to
the conference program and to the NRC Yearbook.

I believe I am safe in saying that Michael is loved by everyone in this organization
who knows him, not just for all that he gives to us but for the way that he makes us
feel when we are around him. We love you, Michael, and even if it doesn’t say so
on the plaque you are receiving, we wanted you to know it and to consider the o7
Kingston Award as our way of saying *‘Thank you.” 4
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THE MYTH OF TEACHING'

James V. Hoffman
University of Texas, Austin

N The story is told about a famous astronomer giving a lecture to a crowded hall,
B. " . of students and parents over such basic concepts as the - rotation ‘of the éagfg,,fmé' )
B orbiting of the planets, the place of the solar system in our galaxy, and so on: At'the
" end of the talk, an elderly woman in the. back of the room stood and ‘shouted:> **All
of what you say is rubbish. Everyone knows that the earth is flat-and is bemghcig
iip on the back of a giant turtle.”” The scientist paused briefly and then responded,
““Well, if that is the case madam, then what is the giant turtle standing on?"’"The
woman shot back, *“Very cute, but sorry, sonny, it’s turtles all the way down!”’
8 As in this anecdote, as in the world at large, myth, and science are typically
. portrayed as antethetical to onc another. Science is truth; myth is falsehiood. Science
- i is serious; myth is humorous. Such a portrayal is misleading. Science is the way in
> - which the verifiable knowledge of the world is represented by mankind. -Scientific
B knowledge is advanced through the kind of systematic inquiry that we refer to as
B research. Myth, in contrast, is the way in which mankind has attempted to explain
and understand that which is not readily verified. Althougb scientific knowledge has
advanced enormously over the millenia, it has barcly begun to address, let alone
answer, the questions that give birth to myth.

Many find the myths of ancient cultures as trivial, or as revealing of ignorance,
but this is because myths are locked, in terms of expression, in the science of that
day, not because they reveal anything less than fundamental human wondering. Many
. think of myth as only something of the past, not of the present. Not so. Myth is as

alive and important today as it has ever been. As humans we continue to struggle to
understand our cosmos, our origins, our purpose, and our transcendency. V' *hin each
of us lives a personal mythology that is constructed in a fashion compatible with our
scientific knowledge. Our personal myths govern our interactions with the world; our
shared myths govern our social institutions from family, to state, to church, and all

A .

§°  of these find expression as we communicate with one another through language and ﬁ
.. the arts. Within this mythology, we find the assumptions, values, and beliefs that are ‘i
i the powerful, driving forces in everyday living. o
*} The roots of teaching are to be found more in mythology than in science. The A
;' evolution of teaching from labor to a professional status has come as a result of shifts 3
‘ in societal values, changing perceptions of schooling, and an expanded economic 'ﬁ:?‘gi
R o
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Literacy Theory and Réséarchic.,

reality, not as a result of scientific breakthroughs. We sometimes forget t_hgg‘:fg_) :
historical antecedents for our profession are not particularly inspiting (Powell;. 1980).. &
It was not antil the 1950s that teaching achieved, in som small sense; a:profés- .::
sional status. A positive mythology about teaching- was erierging. Teachers-were:
bright, knowledgeable, and committed individuals (mostly wojniér_i):des’e,x;vig‘g;,df\xi;;w Y
spect and appreciation. Teachers had the power to reach- any-student.and; g
profound difference in that student’s life. Schools Wem,impqﬁagg'{i@ﬁt};giQngiwygrg:;
significant learning took place. The teacher was at the center of the educational enter--

prisé, not the principal, not the district, and certainly not the state:.The pay-was:low
the hours long, 2rd the conditions not always ideal, but this was-all part of the myth,
that inspired those both inside and outsi e of the profession. It was a Normar l{o{:},’xﬂé}{g-74:
painting. CT

It was, perhaps, too good to be true. Out of the Cold War and Sputnik, a crisis:
in confidence in America exploded. Schools were attacked for being incffective-and;
unresponsive. Commission after commission was formed to study and-make.recom- _
mendations on correcting the ills of schools. The fundamental question being:asked: .
was: How do we judge the effectiveness of what is going on in schools? In effect;.
the myth that had been building for decades was being challenged. To those outside “-:
of the profession it became obvious that there was no scientific knowledge - base.. ,,7}'_\
for teaching and schooling to draw on in defense of teaching practices. There were. . 8%
assumptions, beliefs, and valuaes informed by personal experience and supplemented: . .
by craft knowledge that gave shape to a mythology, but no scientific knowledge base- -
informed through research.

Our efforts to develop a scieace of teaching emerged out of this crisis. One has
only te look at the editions of the Handbook of Research in Teaching, published over- . <
the past two decades, to see the roots of and the fruits of this work (iravers, 1973;
Wittrock, 1986) Within the field of literacy education, we can point with considerable
pride in the emergence of research communities like the National Reading Conference
and scholarly publications like the Journal of Reading Behavior, the Yearbook of the
National Reading Conference, and the Keading Research Quarterly.

I'am concerned, though, that in our efforts to construct a science ot teaching (of
teaching literacy in particular) we have ignored the power of myth in teaching. As.a
research community interested in language and social institutions, I fear we have
not given over sufficient attention to the important relationship between science and
mythology I become more convinced daily as I work with teachers in preservice and
inservice settings that research is intruding on rather than informing to good teaching:
My thesis is a simple one: There is far more harm being done in classrooms today in
the ~ame of research than the: : is good. The obvious victims are the children. Less
obvious victims, but no less in,icitant, are the teachers and the researchers them-
selves The teaching community and the research community are becoming more and
more alienated, at just the time when we need each other most. Not one of us can
take pride in this situation, nor can we simply sit on the sidelines and take no action.

These are the areas I would like to explore with you through this essay. It is .3
toward a positive intersection of myth and science in teaching that I will direct my :
thoughts  Further, I will reflect on our responsibilities as a research community to .
pddress this problem. I -~ logize, in advance, for taking a somewhat parochial view 23
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on this topic. I will base my argument around areas of activity that I have observed
and studied first hand. Later, I wiil attempt to broaden this treatment to include a
mote national perspective.

I begin with a consideration of the field of research in teaching, a field that
emerged mn the 1960s and gaired a national identity during the 1970s. Research in
teaching was dominated through the decade of the 197Cs by the process~product
paradigm (see Dunkin & Biddle, 1974). Working within this paradigm, researchers
wer .. to document not only that teaching can make a difference in- studcnts
learrng, but also that certain teaching processes are associated with positive. leammg
outcomes. The correlates of effective teaching were chronicled in unending list after
unending list. By the beginning of the 1980s, it became clear ir the research in’ tcac!ung
community that studies in this process-product tradition had taken us just about as far
a3 they couid toward understanding effe _tive teaching. Critics pointed out this research
did little to advance a theory of teaching and leamning, was unidimensional in its
focus on teachers’ behavior affeciing student behaviors, failed to capture the multi-
dimensionality of classroom life, and suffered from its tight focus on the teaching ar-d
learning of so called ‘‘basic-skills.”” As I.Jce"\Shv.tman (1986) has noted, it was a
paradigm that satisfied the questions that gave turth to it in the first place. Having
done so, it died.

Although the research community may have abandoned the paradigm, administra-
tors and policy makers have not let it rest. With the increasing pressure for reform in
education in general and for teacher accountability in particular, teacher evaluation
systems drawing on the findings from the process-product literature began to appear
across the country (Defino & Hoffman, 1984).

These instruments took the so-called correlates of effective teac g and trans-
formed them nto checklists organized around a dualistic conception of a teacher as
manager and instructor. As a manager, the teacher is responsible for estavlishing a
classroom work system that maximizes academic time and engaged time As an in-
structor, the teacher 1s responsible for engaging the students in direct instruction
focused on specific, measurable leamning outcomes.

Through the use of these instruments, hopes were raised among, educationally
minded reformers for weeding out the incompetent from the profession, for educating
the mediocre toward more effective practices, and for rewarding those who are truly
outstanding (Hoffman & Defino, 1985). There was some resistance among experi-
enced, professional educators to the use of these instruments to evaluate teaching.
The init1al breakthrough came when these systems were introduced into the evaluation
of beginning teachers — a particularly vulnerable group in a political sense The begin-
ning teacher 1s neither fish nor fowl and, given the notion that gatekeeping was viewed
as an important step toward reform, this is where the systems were first pu! into use
Their use was established in this one particular setting and gradually expanded to
become a part of the evaluation for all teachers and used as the basis for merit
considerations, career advancement, and even dismissal.

The fact is, these instruments have failed miserably in realizing their intended
outcomes. Although many states across the country, including Texas, mandate the
use of evaluative instruments d:.wing on the process-product research base, there are

" @ amples of any teachers ever failing to pass them (Hoffman, Edwards, O’Neal,
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Barnes, & Paulisson, 1986). Indeed, the typical pattern is for teachers to “‘top out”. /%
on such assessments. B
To assert that these instruments have not achieved their intended purpose is not. %

o say that they have not had an effect on teaching. Clearly, they have. To characterize: i
this effect, I would like to diverge for a moment to describe very briefly.and invery: \ 2
v simple terms some notions regarding teaching, and Jearning that draw:heavily-on the: ™5
¥ work of Walter Doyle, Thomas Green, and soms of my own studies-of :classroom.. - '3
practices. R

Doyle (1983) has proposed shat perhaps a more powerful way to examine teaching 23

and leaming in classrooms than the process-product tradition is to be achieved by, .
focusing not on what the teacher is doing or saying, but sather on what the students:. . o
are doing and saying and, by inference, thinking. He describes the “‘académic woik'" &
that students are engaged in in terms of a ‘ask model. From the student’s perspective;, 2
' the classroom is seen as a place where work is to be completed and products generated .. “f
for some kind of evaluation by the teacher. The kinds of products generatéd may. . 1<}
; range in scope from a simple worksheet on the letter B completed in the. first' grade
- to a complex literary response assignment in a senior level honors English course,
: We can think of these tasks in terms of many dimensions. Two of the most
: important are risk and ambiguity. Risk refers to the likelihood that a task can be
: accomplished successfully by students. The basic measure of risk is how well the
: students might d\, on a particular task if they were given no instruction at all. Complet-
: ing a page of problems in mathematics that involves some previously learned algorithm
would be a low-risk task since the students could likely succeed on their own.

Ambiguity refers to the clarity of the task in terms of the product to be generated,
Completion of the problems on a mathematics practice page is low in ambiguity
characteristics. It is quite easy for the teacher to express, and for the students to
understand, just what is expected. In contrast, consider the example of a Junior-level
teacher trying to teach students how to compose a persuasive essay. Here, there is
greater inherent ambiguity in the task because rae teacher may have some difficulty
in describing precisely what constitutes a high quality persuasive essay. In tuia, it
may be difficult for the students to understand clearly what the teacher’s expectations
are.

Ambiguity and risk, as task characteristics, can operate independently of one
another Onc can, for example, increase the risk characteristics of a task without
affecting ambiguity A teacher might bs interested in developing a student’s automatic-
ity in decoding through repeated practice with a story. The teacher requires that a
particular section of the text be read at a minimum rate before allowing the student
to move one The teacher has increased the risk in terms of the likelihood of success
but is still dealing with an unambiguous task.

Although the dimensions of risk and ambiguity may have some independence
] from one another, they are not independent of the kinds of learning one might be
’ interested in fostering. To illustrate this point, consider a model with risk identified
on one axis and ambiguity on the other as a heuristic for considering task to learning
relationships (see Figure 1). The model is divided into four quadrants and there is a.
diagonal line radiating out from the origin at a 45 degree angle with a positive slope.
) The diagonal line represents a continuum of learning distinguished by the amount

I
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Figure 1. A heuristic model for considering teaching-leaming-task rclauonshxps
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. the simple, stimulus-response type ‘leaming to the level. of critical. thmkmgwghar in-
k- volves-the. application of both concepts and values.. ‘Several: ‘tiipes-of “wachmg" arc{
also represented on the diagonal that are ass:)cmted with the various lcvcls of cognitive,
-activity. Cenditioning is a-type of teaching one associates- with- snmulu&msponsc'
= learning. Training is a type of teaching associated thh the chaining:of - sumulus- '
¢’ response type learning into cemplex performance algomhms ?Inslmction isa’ type of
teaching -dssociated with concept development, and mdoctnnanon a type of tcachmg*
associated with the development of critical feasoning (Green, . \97 l)

R Now -consider the four quadrants-in‘the model: In quadraxt I, (low: risk, lcw
;- ambiguity); you find memory level type-tasks that require only rote-level- lcaming" )
" such as a student being required to leam some sound io'symbol correspoudcnees ia
; . phonics exercise. In quadrant II, (hxgh risk, low amblgmty), you find routine: lcvclu
", type tasks such as the one described earlier Zesigned to foster gréater automaucxfy in
- .deceding skills. In quadmnt 11, (high risk and high ambiguity), you find higher order )
- .cognitive:level tasks requiring the dcvclopment and arlxcanon of new. conccpts such- .
- as the task of.composing a persuasive essay. And ﬁmul}, in quadrant v, (ow: fisk
¢ and-high-ambiguity), you find tasks that foster apprecxanomand the developmcnt -of.
valucs ‘Here, for example, you mlght cousxdcr the task of & tcachcr rcadmg n!ot.d to

Applymg thls fmmework to the- study "of- teachmg and lcammg m classrooms
- mmht involve examining the nature of the tasks, presented to; students in terins of the-
id- ambxguxty chmctcnsucs What kmds of: tasks does the teacher select?. How _

of cognitive activity required on the part of the student. The.continuum ranges from "%
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are these tasks.introduced to students? What is the teacher’s role in supporting task -
completion? What kinds of *‘in flight*’ decisions does the teacher make to adjustthe .,
task during instruction? What meanings do the students construct around this task?
What kinds of learning are associated with participation in thése tasks? :

One of the interesting findings from task research relats to the dynamic interac
tion between teachers and students during instruction: It has been discovered: th
students, in general, tend to resist tasks that are high in ambiguity. and-risk. ]
introduction of such tasks into a classroom immediately sets into motion & process,
negotiation between the teacher and the students. ‘Students will work:to reduce the
ambiguity and risk features. For example, the teaches introduces the task, of writing
a persuasive essay. She tells the students that in 2 weeks they will be required to tumn
in a completed product. That essay will be graded and count for 40% of their térm:
grade. She assures the students that she will teach them during «nis-2-week period ¢ ;
how to write a good essay. It is here that the negotiations begin. For example, the
students might ask for spe-"4c parameters for the task. How many pages? They might’
ask the teacher to provide them with a model of an excellent paper. They might ask
for a chance to tumn in a first draft for feedback that they can revise before the fina!
submission. In each case, the students are attempting to reduce the ambiguity of the
task. The teacher may resist these atempts to negotiate for fear of reducing the.
potential for leaming The teacher understands that to hand out models might lead to
mimicking which is a low level memory type learning outcome.

Itis truly a negotiated process. The teacher is not simply free to hold the stendards
as high as she might like without some encountering some risks. The students always
have their trump card to play in the negotiations, and that is cooperation. The teaching-
learning contract is based on principles of trust and cooperation. Pushed too far, . ‘§
students may become uncooperative and teaching stops and leaming stops. The work -
system disintegrates. o

If the teacher has the goal of a smooth running class in the sense of minimum
disruptions and *‘noise”” in the system, then several options are open to him. The first
is to readily negotiate with students by reducing *“e ambiguity and risk characteristics
of tasks to a rote memory level. The other option is to simply avoid the teaching of
difficult content altogether Here we find the teacher who, for example, skips the unit
" electricity because it is too complicated for his students and substitutes instead a
unit on the water cycle. Or, the teacher who moves a pupi from one reader down to
another because the vocabulary and concept load are too challenging.

The choices are fairly clear. On the one hand, the teacher who wishes to challenge
students intellectually, to push the frontiers of learning, must be willing to tolerate
some uncertainty in management and order in the classroom. Higher level leaming
requires action and interaction. Some studcnts may resist initially. The teacher must
be skilled in motivating and instructing and not succumb to the pressure to abanden ;-
higher level thinking goals On the other hand, the teacher who is primarily concerned. - ¢

with the conditions of arder and cooperation in the classroom may find the easy road. .**§8

is filling the tlassroom day with tasks low in ambiguity and risk, thes reducing the .
opportunity to lean—the expectation to learn.

The first example i consistent with a professional myth of teaching—the benicf
that & goed teacher is one who holds incredibly high leaming standards and is knowl-




. TheMyth o Teaching: i

.., :ole, skillcd, flexible, and creative in helping all children, incuding the unsisoti~
2, jvated and.“‘at-risk™ leamers, to realize these rals. The second emmplc of the clase-
= _yoort filled with trivial contert probably comes closést to. what the scieace of teaching
" (as. reveak:d through process-product; research) has: identified as. “cffecuve.” N L
Y Tuchcts subjected to evalustioa derived from the prooess:pmduct tradition learn
5o 0ne snmp!e lesson from: the ‘appraisai; process: The casiest: way:iio: score well op-sn |
'appmsal is o teach only content that'is at memory lével. With the usom&d ww
s orisk and'low nnbxgmsy task: chmmncs, good mmgement is pnchcdly assumd
> ;Funher this content. is: both' eesily-molded-into-seven! step: foxmula tmhmg (i &y
‘-"umnmg)a.ndwaddymusumdmtcrmoﬂcamingoutcomcs
‘ ‘Although somne teachers claim to have **canned"’ lessons t pull outdta momcnt’s '
. -notice for an unscheduled observation and that they retum to real tcaching afu:r the,
: observation is over, the fact is these kinds of appraisal instruments have. q'cated a
porm in many states for what effective tcachmg looks like.
What kind of mythology of teaching is compatible with this scientific view? Itis,
- surely one that minimizes tcachmg to a technical-skill—not even-a craft—and cer-
- tainly s nota profcssxonal view that emphasizes responsible decxsmn-makmg
- The research in teaching and accountability movement is just one example of
. where research findings are being used in a way that intrudes on the lives of teachers
and students. Consider a second area. prescriptions for practice derivad from the
“effective schools™ movement.
y Paralleling, but distinct from, the development of the research in teaching litera-
. ture during the decade of the seventies, one finds the growth of the *school effective-
' ness” literature. Beginning with the work of Weber (1971) and followed along by
*_ many others, rescarchers began to identify schools that were succeeding with students
*  in terms of academic achievement where other factors (e.8., sociocconomic status)
" would overwhelmingly predict failure. Out of this worh, the comclates of effective
schools have been identified. Like the effective teaching correiates, there are any
number of lists of school level faccors that are associated with success. There is wide
agreement in this research community on the importance of such factors as clear
mission, instructional focus (with an emphasis on basics), the principal as instructional
leader, and frequent assessment of studznt leamning (Foffman & Rutherford, 1984)
‘there are any number of staff dev _*>pment programs uzder way in school districts
and in states across the country that draw on this research base. Let me examine just
a couple of these areas with you to explor e effects on teaching. We begin with
the notion of “*instructional focus.** This is translated cperationally tc mean that all
teachess should be teaching the same thing at the same time. At the campus level we
find prircipals, i their role as instructional leader: | 1.quiring teachers to move through
the same required curriculum materials at exactly the same pace Ai &2 state level
we find similar efforts. In Texas, for example, the state has attempnd tc a nieve
" instructional focus by identifying a set of essential ele  :nts. These essential €.uicnts
1, serve to define, at a minimum, what must be taught by every teacher to every child
" in every grade level in every major curricular area. The state has impler ed an
 annual minimum skills testing program that is tied directly to the leaming areas tar-
% geted in the essenidal elements. All of the state’s requests for instructional materials
@’ 1 to the essential el2ments and the associated assessment instruments. The
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publishers have responded in the designing of their materials, not just for Texas,; but,
for the.world at large. 3
And what are the effects of promoting this conception of instructional’ focus? We’
have created a trivial curriculum around easily measuréd learnisig, outcoimes and onge:;
2gain intruded on the teacher’s prerogatives and responsibilitics n:la:ed to instruction

decision-making—the hallmark of the: prof&ssxonal tcaclnng myth
I have a friend -who is a classroom teacher (kmdergamm level) who hgg" be

in small groups to consider and discuss solutions te parncular problcms pn this da}
all of the prob!ems related to mstmcnonal focus. Onc of the cases. depxcted,a_\

to teach this unit in this setting because the chﬂdren in her class were fiot ofteti: &
exposed to rich models of language. One day the principal visited her classroom for.
an observation and found her teaching this unit. In a follow-up meeting with- the e
teacher that afternoon, he suggested that the teacher’s time and the students’ time.
would be better spent on the basics and that she should abandon her work with the
unit. i

The question for discussion in the group was: What should the teacher do? My
friend did an excellent job of convincing her small group tha: the teacher should stick.
to the unit and instruct the principal on how the *‘basics’ (and much more) can be:
taught through poetry. When the groups came back together to share their solutions,
my friend’s group was the only one recommending that the teaches stick to the unit.
The other groups all concluded that the teacher should drop the un.. and teach the
basics in order to achieve an instructional focus consistent with that of the entire
school.

The principal, who was directing the inservice and following the programmed
materials for establishing an effective school, affirmed the position of dropping the
unit She cut short the discussion of the merits of the alternatives with the statement;
*“It’s not important whether you believe the effective schools® principles. All that’s
important is that you do it.”"

What kind of teaching myth can survive the fury and folly of instructional focus .
when that is translated to mean sameness? Woe to those who venture out of quadrant
I on the modei’ © Zzar the lines surrounding quadrant I are quickly becoming the
boundaries for schooling.

Although the examples of research intruding on the lives of teachers I have
discussed are few in number, their presence is so overpowering that I am amazed
when I walk into classrooms and find exciting, creative teaching going on. It is a-
testimony to the commitment of classroom teachers in Texas that the myth that led
them to teach survives the onslaught of educaticnal *‘reform."’

Although the examples I have reflected on are focused on the geographical area-
that I have continual interaction with, I know the rest of the country is not immune.
:: nreparing for this essay, I wrote to several colleagues across the country sohcmng

me . %6
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examples-from their experience where they found the findings of research being ap-
phed in an intrusive way. The return rate on my-*‘not-so-scientific’’ quwnonmpre
was over.95% and there was nc shortage of examples. The labels often dxffered from.
;.. one area’to anothér, but their responses suggested to me that the underlymg mentahty
and-movements'are the same across the country:?

-Although-the examples I.have given:relate to areas that'I-have. some: mearch
experience in, there are other areas of activity that are. equally -important t.l}at I ld,:f
.draw on-such as the recent legislation in this si.te that requm all firt-grade students-
" 0 be assessed for dyslexxa and-those found to have it to be treated’ with a “pmven”
“program of remediation.

And- finaily, although the examples I have reflected on represent, in my cstxma
. ‘tion, misapplications of research findings by policy makers, there are numerous other
; examplw of intrusions into the lives of teachers in the name of research that have a
questionable research base, as in the case of the learning styles movement and-the
. left-brain/right-brain literature.

What responsibilities fall oa us as literacy researchers deal with these abuses?

We can ignore the situation altogether—dig our heads in the sand, or worse yet,
build walls around universities only venturing out into the real world to gather some
data now and again. We can rroclaim science as innocent, value free. We can clal .
that some of our best friends are teachers, forgetting that for every teacher we know
there are thousands more who know us and our work only through our interpreters.
The problem with the *“I'm innocent, I'm a scientist’” approach is that the suffering
is too severe to be ignored. The abuses are toc rooted in the system to go away if we
ignore them. 7he problem is that we are part of the problem and, therefore, must be
part of the solution.

We can begin by becoming proactive as .. fividuals in polic:  .d programmatic
initiatives to try to make things better. There _. those among us, for example, who
have become act: /ely involved in trying to improve State Assessment and National
Assessment processes. There are those among us who have become directly involved
in the development of programs (commercial and noncommercial) that build on current
*  recearch. There are those who have become active in the whole language movement,
" a movement sweeping the country because it has a solid basis in theory and because
it stresses teacher empowerment, the power of myth. Individuals who make these
efforts do so at sonie risk to their status in the research comimunity. Surely there are
philosophical and ethical issues involved here, but I trust we can find resolution to
these concems in a way that does not separate researchers from practitioners but builds
bridges. I applaud all of these efforts, even though I might not be comfortable person-
ally with some of the out:omes. I believe the more invoived researchers are in the
wrld of practice, the more we will insure that practice and science are in tune with
ore another. Acting out individually can make a difference, but it is not enough.
We can take steps in our own research to adopt methods or combinations of
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Y, I v ould like to extend my appreciation to the following individuals for sharing with me their insights
% on such ssues. Richard Allington, Donna Alvermann, Kathryn Au, Robert Calfee, Diane DeFord, Jan
. . Dole, Welter Doyle, Gerald Duffy, James Flood, Larry Fricdman, Yetta Goodman, Jerome Harste, Elfrieda
i . Hicbent, Peter Johnston, Michael Kaml, P David Pearson, Virginia Richardson, Robert Ruddeil, Patrick
':« . Steven Stahl, and Paul Wilson.
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résearch we can: come-closer to-captiring teacher. it ';tgig‘igg’s.gandgperhapg.,be
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mcthods that explore the personal constructs of. teachers about teacbmg, ,z,well}aS‘
the: personal meanings that students construct,as part’ of lcammg (see. Enckson,, 198@)
The academic:work model, descnbed earher, TEPresents’ one. \'new of. classrooms thaf
is compatxble with both interpretive and quantitative 1 rescarch traditi tions, Through such :

o s B ey

understand how. teackiers grow conceptually.and professionally: The. mgs regardmgf ¥
excellence ;n. teachmg that-come out of: such rescamh eﬁ‘orts wxll enrich.ou
knowledge Further, these ﬁndmgs -may: be. less seductwe,{to polxcy mait
for quick fixes and thcrcfore, less vulnemble to the kmds of. abuses assocmted
process product research a ,\;; =
Adaptmg our research methods is somethmg that can help in' the long run,»bﬁt 5
this is not a sufficient response in that it does little to addruss the. cunent pgghlems
we face. PR ;
We can speak out as individuals against the abuses surrounding us. .[e Brophy
(1988), one of the leaders in the process-product tradition, wntes

Research on teaching and research on teacher effects in particular, has a great deal: )
to offer by contnbutmg to the development of a knowledge base to inform pmfessnonalj
practice. However, it is a misuse of such research touse it &s a basis for developmg
simple-minded and rigid guidelines of the *“‘behavior X correlates with the student
achievement gain, so teachers should always use behavior X variety.” (p. 20)

Surely, we must speak out as individuals. But it is not always clear that a single. *3;%
voice, however renowned, will be heard above the noise of a stampede. Speakmg out’ W}%
as an individual is not enough.

We can assume a voice as a total research commumty and in unison *‘just say

" to the absurdities that surround us. This is, in fact, what I believe we must do if .
we are to break out of the horrible cycle we have become locked into. o

Where might we find such a collective *‘voice’’? AL

I do not believe that the NRC is the appropriate platform. The NRC has a singular,
focus and that has been and should continue to be as a forum for sharing orjgizal: .
research. The NRC is dedicated to the advancement of a science of literacy. thmugh
research. It is the goal of science that binds us together. This is not to say-that we :
always agree with one another. Anyone who has spent time at NRC in sessions, or
eavesdropping in *‘vital issues”’, recognizes the tremendous diversity in our member- E
ship. Our diversity is rooted in the fact that we do not always share the same mythol- .
ogy. And that is as it should be. It is perhaps the differences in our mythology that- .
make us interesting, amusing, challenging, motivating, and even aggravating to one,
another Occasionally we fall victim to the temptation of trying to use research.to. )
prove our particular mythology to be better than someone else's. But we recognize.
this cannnot ever be done and come back together year after year to share research,,
I would not want to threaten this focus or this diversity by asking the NRC to assume o~
anew role. iE

I do believe, though, that it is perfectly appropriate for the NRC to assume a %
leadership role in encouraging action by the literacy research community. I am askmg o
that the NRC eonsu!er sponsoring a meemg of the leadershnp of such orgamzatlons

,,,,,
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; }(‘mg Assocxanon The purpose of such a meeting would. be to explore possitle ways
857 in which we, as a profession, might be able to monitor the application, misapplication,
and ignorance of literacy research in policy and commerciul initiative.3

& It<has been observed that for every complex problcm there is'a simple solu-
.tion—and it is usually wrong. What I am proposing is neither sunplc nor ‘is;it the
solutlon to all of the problems facing teaching today. It is samplyfa starnng poxnt. I
% ‘believe such an effort can make a difference in the long run. The peoplc fostcnng the
‘ Azkmds of abuses I have cited are well-iitentioned individuals, but typxcally mxsmfonncd
-or uninformed, not just about research findings but about what' research 1s and what
.can be expected from it. We can challenge the popular perception that good tcachmg
‘can be mandated through policy initiatives whether those initiatives come. from:the
. central office in a local school, the central office in a district, or the state agency for R
_.education. We can, perhaps, begin to turn the tide toward a retumn to & trusting,
empowering vie' of individual teachers. I am not, by the way, waxing nostalgic for
. the good old days of the 1950s. Myth without science is ignorance. We must continue
to work to create a science of literacy learning and teaching, but that science in the
hands of teachers must live with and take life from myth. A single scieace, perhaps,
but not a single myth. The diversity that mekes us interesting to one another as
researchers is the stuff of which exciting teaching and schools are made.

Several years ago I attended a reception Lonoring 10 outstanding classroom teach-
ers. Each teacher was given a few minutes to describe what brought them to and
sustained taem in teaching. One after another they related moving testimony to their
personal ccmmitments to help, to serve, to enrich the lives of children. The final
honoree began by saying that she felt a bit guilty listening to all of the other winners
She confessed selfishness as her prime motivator. She described herself as addicted
to leaming and that teaching was the only place she could find to satisfy her habit
That ‘confession’ and the comments of the other teachers reminded me of the power
of myth in profess.onal life. It reminded me, too, of the words of Joseph Campbell
- (1988) when he wrote:

x z:::*:vw‘"

RPN
Rl
AT e AN sl

JERReTS

RO
23

& Hale ot 2 e 7

REOreSh
b

2

s 1P
e

g T S S

N oAs

2o

T e

oy WTEY

b
T e
e
ROk

)

, . %
A s Ak Wi kY s ke mee T

People say that we're al} scekmg meaning in life. I don't think that’s what w=re
really secking. I think what we're seeking is the experience of being alive, so alive
that our hife experiences on the purely physical plane will have resonances with our
own innermost beng und reality, so that we actually feel the rapture of being alive
That's what 1t's all about, and myths are the clues to the spiritual potentialities of the
¥ human life. (p. 5)

-
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Can we create a science of teaching literacy that supports the experiencing of a
; personal mythology in teaching? Car we bring about a renaissance of the art of
¢ teaching which is nothing more or Icss than the creative unleashing and expression of
a personal mythology? Can we demonstrate to teachers that <cience is their ally and
: not their enemy? Can we be as tolerant in cur acceptance, indeed encouragement, of
" multiple myths of teaching as we are in learning to accept and encourage multiple
" myths of research? I believe we can and we must do all of these. It is our professional
¥ obligation.
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'Dn December 3, 1990, the NRC Board of Directors approved a motion to sponsor such a meeting
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In the end, it may not be turtles all the way down, but-as Gerry Duffy (;gggggég

cnce noted, it may seem at times to teachers that their feet are surrounded by.alligatg

At such times myth is not a luxury but a necessity to persevere and perhaps: eve;
excel.
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,neyA& Leys, 1984 Tlerney & Pearsbh,«1983 'Wilson, : 1981) The pubhshed'

ncs‘ that exist, however, have usually treated readmg-wnung n:lauonshlp studxes as
‘tnheyxcame from a singlc theorencal perspective: Recemly we: oompleted in addx-
onal review that is to be. pubhshed in the Handbook of Readmg Reséarch, “That.as-

LS ringrs

yet unpubhshed review consxders studies conducted from all three major vcx;sﬁeoﬁves

ll attempt‘ to buﬂd upon and’ extendFthat chapter
... Here:we. will review some of the theoretical ‘and” empirical work: that has; been
ﬂeonductcd from cach of these perspecuves, parucula:ly some: of,«the morc recenl

separate assumpnons are due to simple mattenuon to the other perspectxv 0
. tﬁey nesult “from senous dxsagrecments about the natuve and, mcamng of htemcy If 1t

. X 20N -
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rapbxochement of the.various tradmons would seemto be in order, and sugl
ther of 1..cories might serve to extend the power of readmg-wntmg relatxonshxp
views.

" This analysis will be limited for the most part w work completed since !980
1 ‘Most studies conducted before this were single ionprogrammatic ¢ effons Such studles
f“rarely were based on theoretical positions.that wént much. beyond the vanablec bpmg
ned or the mampulanons being made. Smce 1980, relianice on theory has beco
Ktensive, research’ has become mcmasmgly progmmmauc, numbers of vanables
2 ¢onsxdered have increased, as has the complexity, and- sophlstmanon of the measire-
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o SHARED KNOWLEDGE-SHARED PROCESS L
5 . - ) ﬂ-.' Pt

Studies from the first perspective, shared knowledge-shared process, attemptt

1 identify communalities that exist in reading and writing, and how we might énh
2, reading and writing achievemént simultaneously by taking advantage of these

' nalities. These studies proceed from a belief that reading and- writing employ;

mon knowledge base, and that withir: reading and writing Similar mental’ operiti
e are used to process the information. W
- The theoretical perspectives underlying the shared knowledge-sharéd: procéss
oy studies are reading theory, cognitive psychology; and linguistics. The largest petcen
age of these studies have been conducted by those whose primary academic commit
5 ment is to reading education or reading psychology, Although thes¢“studieg. have
5 focused on children as young as 3 years old (Galda, Pellegrini, & Cox, 1989)1@@3‘;‘3;:;; ¢
> adults (Sheen & Heerman, 1985) most of the swudies have focused on elementary;
. school children or older persons with limited reading abilities. By
3
g‘: Knowledge Relations
} What kinds of connections between reading and writing have been identified
i Analyses of children's compositions and test performances in reading have myéﬂq&ii; 5
significant positive correlations in the area of vocabulary (Maloney, 1968, Shanghah; 2
1984; Vairo, 1976); syntax (Evans, 1979; Evanechko, Ollila, & Armstrong, 1974;:
! Heil, 1976; O'Hare, 1973; Shanahan, 1984) narrative and expository text organization.:
; (Braun & Gordon, 1984; Cox, Shanahan, & Tinzman, in press; Gordon & Brausi
{ 1982; Hiebert, Englert & Brennan, 1983; Shanahan, 1984; Stein, 1978); spelling and
word recognition ability (Hammill & McNutt, 1980; Juel, Griffith, & Gough, 1986:
: Morri: % Pemey, 1984; Shanahan, 1984); phonemic awarcress (Ferroli & Shanahan

1987; Juel, Griffith, & Gough, 1986), writing mechanics including ca"itglizgx_tiqn;zw
purctuation, and correct grammar usage and reading achievement (Hammill & Me-. 55
: Nutt, 1980); spelling accuracy and reading fluency (Zutell & Rasinski, 1985); use of..}}
! cohesion and reading achievement (Cox, Shanahan, & Sulzby, 1990; Cox, Shanahan,
& Tinzman, in pr=ss); appropriateness of voice in composition and reading ach{qur'
ment (Beach, 198°, Cox, Shanahan, & Tinzman, in press); motivation (Bruning; -,

; Shell, & Colvin-Murphy, 1987); development of mair idea in the writing of narratives ;
¥ and reading achievement (Beach, 1984); patterns of response to literature (Simon,..
q 1980); development of background setting in narration and reading achievement:. /

(Beach, 1984); creativity in writing and reading comprehension (Fishco, 1966); read- .

3 ing comprehension and writing productivity or fluency (Bippus, 1977), and sense of.
; genre (Langer, 1985).

A common property of these studies is that they are based on static measurements, 5

; of the characteristics of texts that children have written and outcomes of product. -’

: measures of reading ability Many of these measures come from a skills-based instruce,. -

3 tional tradition (i e., spelling, syntax), whereas others are drewn from theories of.

linguistics (i e , cohesive harmony, story grammar components), or motvation (i.e.,
N attributions).
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rocess Relations

One particularly important innovation of the 1980s has been tiie attempt to mea-
sure reading-writing relations through the analysis of reasoning, problem solving, and
3/ mfoxmanon processing strategies and activities. Think alouds, pause analyses, or
¥ 'retrospective accounts (Birnbaum, 1982; Langer, 1986; Martin, 1986, 1987; Ryan,
:1983) have been used to determine the processing patterns in readmg and .writing.
{'. These studies have identified refations across reading and writing between éntitics.
iéf such as idea generation, metacognition, structuring, evaluating, revising, momtormg,
*;quesnonmg, and hypothesizing. Up to now, such studies he ¢ focused on rathcr >
“ :small groups of students, with little effort to use common nomenciature or to 1dent!fy L

. processing similarities across the studies. Nevertheless, they have generally foud ‘

.. 'moderate levels of relationship across reading and writing, and from this it appéars
{.. :that readers and writers approach their tasks in similar, or at least in parallel, ways.
. Generally, in all of these knowledge-process studies, the correlations between
s reading and writing have been rather small, and usually of no more than moderate
> levels, say about .60 (Belanger, 1987; Shanahan, 1984). in other words, it has rarely
o been found that specific reading and writing measures explain more tl.an 30-40% of
the variance in each other. These figures might be improved, of course, through the
i use of more reliable measures, or the construction of more specific reading measures
(as has usually been the case with the writing measures), the usual outcome of interest
has all too ofter: been a global, standardized reading comprehension test. However,
such improvements would likely have a limited impact on the size of these correlations .
as evidenced by the results when tests have been reliable (Shanahan, 1984), and when
more specific measures are evident (Langer, 1986). Even attempts to measure several
of these relations simultaneously (Langer, 1986; Shanahan & Lomax, 1986, 1988)
have only resulted in increasing the median amount of variance explanation by a
modes: 10-15%, still a moderate level. One might extrapolate from the magnitude of N
these correlations that reading and writing represent somewhat overlapping irodes of b
learning, but that they are not sufficiently overlapping for one to suffice for the other. ;
In ¢ .r words, it is doubtful that reading activities alone would be sufficient to lead ™
to leaming to write, or that writing acti+.ties alone would be sufficient for developing ¢
reading ability (at least with regard to the types of instruction suggested by the afore-
mentioned measures). Similarly dubious would be attempts to teach some underlying
component of hteracy knowledge or process without opportunities to use and develop s
this component in both reading and writing.

The possibiiitics and difficulties of us'ng reading to influence writing ability, and
writing to infleence reading ability, is borne out in the experimental studies. It has
{ been found that rezding activity and instruction can influence or enhance writing
. ability (Eckhoff, 1983, Felland, 1950, McConnell, 1983), <ud that writing instruction
. can enhance reading ability Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1984, E-ucational Testing Ser-
. vice, 1984, Kelley, 1984, Straw & Schreiner, 1982). However, the transfer between
., reading ana wrn. g occurs with varying degrees of success (Befanger & Martin, 1984,
b Campbell, 1976. Crowhurst, 1987, Ferris & Snyder, 1986, Michener, 1985; Nielsen, L
. 1980, Raphael, Englert, & Kirschner, 1986). (Also, see earlier reviews by Shanahan j
o 1986] and Stotsky [1983).) We estimate that significant cross-lite:acy transfer occurs n'
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in only about 30% of ihe experimental studies; a figure. possibly inflated by the tén
dency of journals to include only positive results. However, we do not want, o dcny
that in rich contéxts where reading-writing connections. are ongoing and: extcnswe o
(unlike the contexts described in most of the expenmental studxes) tmnsfcr mlsht be
more likeiy. It is also possible that these cxpcnmcntal pmgrams have 8 dnfferen 3
impact on students.
From shared knowledge-shared process studies, it seems apparent thatreadmg and

DR

wrmng havc only parnal communality Two altcmanvc explananons" 'the lumted

sible to reasure reading and writing in an. entirely: comi)arable manncr, whe
Shanahan and Lomax (1988) have argued that a closer relationship. xmght -be’ cvxden

in an instructional context that encouraged children to unite reading’ and writing, -and

13 to be aware of this union. There is some provocative evidence that would suggest t that
5 readers and writers are morc likely to make such connections whcn the: classroom g
, literacv ervironment provides an abundance of reading and writing actxvmcs (Smnsell “”;‘{

) & Moss, 1984). 3?
The relations of reading and writing are not simple. Some children appear, to be w
able to use partxcular aspucts of knowledge or process well in reading while, not bemg' >\.;‘
able to do so in writing; others evidence an opposite pattern. A number of studxcs_ X
have identified children who were good readers but poor writers, or poor readers whllc
being good writers (Belanger, 1987, Loban, 1963; Martin, 1976; Tierney, 1983). As
many as one out of five children appear to fit into these unexpected categories (Bc- 5’
langer, 1987) Thus, for 80% of children these correlations might suggest yrovocanch _};
inatructional possxbllmcs, whereas for these others there might be factors that are
associated with the extent to which reading and wnung are interrelated. With. few’,;‘;
exceptions, the studies of reading and writing relations from a knowledge/process
sharing perspective have disregarded children’s .nstructional ...stones, thus, most. of i
these studies provide us with a picture of the relationships under unspecified instruc- = -
tional and social ‘nfluences, and we cannot know whether instruction specifically, or:
the literacy environment in general, can be shaped to influence the magnitude or nature . s
of the relations or whether they can alter the size of these poor/gow! cohorts for whuus .. <
the ccrmrelations would be minimal or negative. Nor have such students been:trailed
lorg;tudinally to identify whether these patterns change over time with maturation or'
learning. 8
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Basic Assumptions of the Perspective

: Perhaps the correlations between reading . writing are even further confounded. 5
For example, one particularly vexing issue with regard to reading-wnting relations 2
roncems the role of a general ability or intelligence factor in the corelations. A . -]
common reliance of reading and writing upon intelligence could be sufficient to ex- U
plain the 2mounts of relationship that have been reported. In other words, the reading- - §
writing reiationship would not be a functional entity that could be taken advantage of -
instructionally, but would be instead a simple artifact due tc an underdeveloped theo-

km\cal model This is a difficult criticism to refute as most studies have not partlallcd
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; -out intelligence or general ability. One exception is a study by Galda, Pellsgrini, and
Cox (1989) which partialled out the entire relationship with an IQ measure. However,

~ ‘the only measure of high reliability in this study was the IQ test, and thus, the result

;<" might be an artifact.

& The counter arguments to this indicate that the pattems of relationship.between

. “literacy and intelligence or general ability are not consistent; they typically- havc been

5 - :found to be limited in the early levels of literacy development and to incredse as.
;( - literacy development advances (Singer, 1978). Conversely, studies of the readlng-
: > writing relationship have shown levels of relationship to be relatively. stable,across
¢ reading levels (Shanahan, 1984; Langer, 1986). This stability would not be. cxpectcd
5_" if the relationship was entirely due to general abilities or intelligence. And;-: 'ifthie.
» _ relationship was just an artifact of general ability, intelligence or some simtfar factor,
¢ then we would not expect instruction in reading to have an impact upon writing, .or
\ . vice-versa, since general abilities are hypothesized to be relatively impervious to.
¥ instructional interventions. As has been indicated, studies of the influence of reading
. instruction upon writing and writing instruction upon reading have cften had signifi-

cant positive results. Finally, analyses of the relationship with reading, writing ¢ 4

intelligence indicate that reading and writing load on different factors (verbal compre-
hension and verbal fiuency, respectively) of 1Q (Sincoff & Stemberg, 1987), though

ERCET R ST ey

of reading and writing ability.

N The shared knowledge-shared process studies to a great extent procezd on the
| basis of idealistic or absolute viiws of reading and writing. We term these as idealistic
in the sense that they define reading and writing proficiency in absclute terms, scparate
. from any notions of social, communicative, or functional effectiveness (ihis is the
. view that has traditionally dominated school curricula). According to su..: views, good
s writing is lexically rich, has complex sentences, uses hierarchical or story g.nmar
organizations, is mechanically stands. !, and uses >nhesive links. Good reading results
in exact pronunciation, speedy word recognition, and high amounts of recall from
simple texts. Although it seems probable that these variables have been selected
because of their ‘mplication in some, usually unmentioned, aspect of functional effec-
tiveness, because the tasks are generally separated from real uses of reading and
writing, the measures have become ends in themselves.

Similar proble... are inherent in the process studies, although here the ideal view
. shifts to the actions of the reader-writer and away from the text propertics. Whereas
+  those studies which have focused on products have been devoid of consiczrations of
function and process, the process studies have teniied to disregard products. In other
words, there is a tendency for good readers and writers to be viewed as those who
take a global approach to text, and who are planful and self-aware of their own
performances, no matter what the outcome of these actiens.

The mpact of such restricted views of reading and writing is quite pervasive.
Growth, 1n accordance with these views, tends to become largelv a lincar issue of
.’mply leaming to do more of a particular activity or to perform an activity with
greater fluency. For instance, 1t would generally be assumed with a shared knowledge
view that readers and writers become more proficient with word recognition and

spelling as they get older, or that they could read or write more complex texts with
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practice. Some studies bave complicated this view, though only slightly, by showing

that there are discontinuities in the nature of the reading-writing relationship:with. -~
development (Birnbaum, 1982; Shanahan, 1984). That is, although the maguitude of-
rez ‘ng-writing relations seems relatively constant across grade levels, the.specific

asj { reading and writing that are interconnected seemingly chariges with matura.

tion. In accordance with this view and befitting the measures employed, for younger

children, the relationship is largely due to word rzcognition-word production factors,
whereas with more mature readers issues like vocabulary, ideation, and téxt organiza-:

tion become more important. This suggests, therefore, that development mpyfsfillibe: A

linear, but linear within a hierarchical organization.

The problem which arises from such a ..:w is that develop.nent is not scparablc A
from learning and curriculum. Development results from leamning, and the reason for' -
the identifiable discontinuities may have more io do with he complexity.of what is- -

learned in reading and writing than with the individual’s cognitive or linguistic abili-
ties Of course, if as a result of these definitions and approaches development emerges

as being tied so closely to what is taught, then it is not surprising that the role of

instruction, particulerly direct instruction, is often seen as a critical feature within:
these models (Stotsky, 1983). According to these views, development is controlled
by leaming, but leaming is controlled to a great extent by instruction. (Examine
Table 1 for a graphic comparison of these assumptions with those underlying the
communications and collaborative approaches.)

COMMUNICATIONS STUDIES

A second perspective for examining reading-writing relations 1s communications.
Studies from a communications perspective analyze how wnters anticipate the needs

Table 1

Assumptions Inherent in Three Perspectives on Reading-Writing Relations

Shared Knowledge-

Shared Process Communications Collaboration
Com:petency Idealistic, Social, Conditional

Absolute Conditional (Accepts ideal

or social)

Development Discontinuities Biological- Steady State

of Information cognitive (Possibly biological)
Leaming Instructional- Instructional- Instructional-

experiential maturational- experiential

experiential

Separability Yes No Yes
Context Role None Social Sucial & Functional
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B ; thcu‘ ncadmg comprehension. These studies emphasxzc comdmunications by tmanng the
i rcadmg-wnung zelatic.aship as a negotiation bétwieun readers and writéss: Rhetorical
. concems have long been an issue in composition'theory and researcn (Bakhtm, 1973;
Moffett, 1968; Nystrand, 1979) and at various times. the: m!c,of aulhor's inteations
‘has:been a consideration in reading-and reader-response | theories-as:well (Rxchards
-1929; Roscnblatt. 1978) 'l‘he conduct of this latter work has hrgcly been hmxtcd b)'

-

'of the pzst S0 years, by the so-called “Ncw Criticism,"”’ wuh its' rcjecuon of author '

intentions as a pertinent construct and with some of the newer: deconstructionist
approaches.

Current thinking about the nature of reader-author negotiations represents an amal-
gamation emanating from pragmatics, schema theoretic ziotions of reading and writing,
reader response theory, and a resurgence of interest in social aspects of literacy. In
other words, current communications studies rely on theoretica! 'nderpinnings drawn
from various sources including rhetoric, reader-response theory, communications,
speech act theory, literary theory, sociolinguistics, composition theory and soc’al
cognition.

It should be noted that aot all theorists support the idea that thinking of authors

_ and audiences are useful constructs. Elbow (1987) has suggested that writers should

ignore audience, as he cautiors that too much thinking about audience, particularly
during writing, wiil serve to cognitively overluad a writer, diminishing writing quality.
Stanley Fish (1980) goes so far as to cleim that a text can mean anything that an
interpretive community wants it to with no regard for author intentions.

Social theories of literacy do not permit such unbridled, and seemingly endless
excursions away from a text, as they recognize the rights of authors as well as readers.
It has been claimed, for example, that during read.ag and writing a social contract
exists between readers and writers (Tiemey & LaZansky, 1980). Interpretation does
occur, and should uccur, but the reader has a responsibility to conduct this interpreta-
tion in some accord with their beliefs about author’s intent. There must be a good
faith effort by both readers and wniters to communicate, and meaning-making must
take place within these parameters.

Writers Thinking Aboutr Readers

D. Rubin (1981} found a small but significant connection between the ability to
consider the needs of others and writing quality. Kroll (1978), proceeding from a
Piagetian framework, found that younger children were unahle to consider audience
needs in writing, whereas they could do so in oral larsuage. Older children could
recognize the types of information that an audience v 4 need in both writing and
speaking. He concluded that children were able to deceier during oral explanations
because of the dialogic nature of the communication, while they were more egocentric
in the situaticn that on the surface appeared to be monologic rather than dialogic. In
a later analysis of the persuasive writings of 9-year-olds, Kroll (1984) found that

O ; did make a serious, if not always effective. effort to meet the needs of their

Mot~ < o= - . . e e e T PRy e = e gme LS DT e

LN




«

ERIC

A ruio provided by enic:

-

,,,,,

3
“, T

Literacy Theory and Rcseuc!g

audiences. *‘Few of the letters manifested either gross egocentrism or a blatant disre- ™
gard for the reader’s needs,” (Kroll, 1984, p. 425). o B
More persuasively, perhaps, studies have demonstrated that veriters often do at;- .

A e - Ml

tempt to show sensitivity to the needs of their audiences by making adaptations in:; 4
their writing. Typically such studies have manipulated writing conditions by indicating. "

that students should vrite a composition multiple times.fcs alternative. audiences,;. <3

. rhey

usually varying the audiences by age (Beach & Anson; 1988; Plasse, 1982; Prentice; °
1980; D Rubin, 1981; Strange, 1986) or intimacy (Crowhurst & Piche, 1979; Fou:
taine, 1984; Richardson, 1980; Rubin & Piche, 1979). Such studies have.shown that
students alter vocabulary choices, use of slang, complexity of syntax, .amount.of > %
words, amount of deference, how they establish relationship, cohesion and types and-
amounts of information included in their compositions as a result of the audience. :*;:
variations. Such adaptations do not appear in the research findings concistently, how- .
ever (Plasse, 1982; Prentice, 1980; Smith & Swan, 1979, i

More important than the inconsistency of results 1s that.these efforts can be
criticized for artificially increasing the possibility of finding audience-related varigs
tions, as by their design they encourage students to make such adjustments. (When 3
is the last time that you wrote a message fur two or more different pretend audiences. 3
that really weren’t going to read the compositions anyway?) Generally, these studiés <.
find that older students are able to vary their writing to a greater extent than could
younger students (usually 9-12 years old). Thus, Fontaine's (1984) conclusion, that
“‘nine-year olds scemed to be trapped, having neither a real nor a representationsi. o
image of the audience, but only an ill-defined sense of the ‘other’*’ (p. 20). It has
been demonstrated that the most effective writers tend to think about audience more
during revision, during the reading portion of the writing process, than during planning
or composiiion (Raforth, 1989). ;

Most studies of audience awareness have neglected the long term effects of audi- 4
ence awareness training and focused just on the material at hand. A notable exception
to this was a brief experiment conducted by Greenlee, Hiebert, Bridge, and Winograd -
(1986) that showed the influence of instruction on adaptation for audicnce. This study 3.
examined the effects of writing letters for real audiences versus writing letters as & :
classroom exercise It reported that the genuine-audience instructional condition led
to improvements in grammatical sophistication, handwriting quality, and length of
letters Students were found to increase the range of discourse functions that they used
in their writings too What characterized these writings as being genuine 1s that they .’
were actually read and responded to by an audience beyond the classroom. Similarly,
the writing process-cor.fecence approach widely popularized by Donald Graves and
his colleagues has been found to be effective in improving children’s writing (Hillocks,
1986). including their view of themselves as authors having certain concems for their
audience (Tiemey & Rogers, 1989). The hallmark of this rather complex instructional
intervention is the social inter.ction of student authors and pe. audienccs.

More formal attempts to teach students to anticipate readar needs have been
effective as well. Schriver (1986) used *‘readers’ protocols,”” ¢hat is, readers’ re-
sponses to existing texts, to sensitize her students to readers’ needs and problems.
The protocols demonstrate the types of problems that readers have with texts. The
a}nalysis of these protocols has been found to have a significant impact on college
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_-students® abilities to predict potential readere’ comprehension problems with their own
wntmgs

A very different approach has students analyzing the needs of a specific audience
("nack 1989). This study is notatle because it asked volunteers to write a persunswe
.essay for 2 genuine audience that they were interested in: mﬂucnc1ng (m this case a
.student government council). Students were first asked to analyze the aud:enec. ‘write

" an essay, and provide some kind of self-analysis of the persuasiveness of their essay.

‘On the basis of their audience awareness students were then grouped, and halfof them
wese taught how to analyze their audience (through a series of questions s about audi-
ence knowledge, values, attitudes, and goals), and rewrote their persuasive pieces.

- ‘The others simply reworked their pieces without the audience awareness questions, It
;- “was found that the intervention increased the persuasiveness of the final papers, as

judged, not in ideal terms, but by the genuine audience that had been intended by the
. writers, No differences in the final performances were due to the initial differences in

audience awareness that were found to exist. At least for persuasive writing with
specific audiences, the use of an audience analysis questionnaire appears tc be a
potentially effective way of improving writing.

Readers Thinking About Writers

There is much less evidence available ..at would indicate that readers think about
authors, though the little bit that does exist would suggest that they do think about
authors, at least when they are having trouble understanding a text. Think alouds
during reading with high school and adult level readers have indicated that when they
are hawving difficulty anderstanding a text they tend to make comments regarding
author’s intentions (Flower, 1987, S. Martin, 1987). In fact, Flower (1987) found that
approximately 60% of the difficulties incurred by mature readers we resolved by
resorting to a consideration of authorship. Tiemey, LaZansky, Raphael, and Cohen
(1987) reported similar findings when fourth graders encountered and dealt wih incon-
sistent information tnserted in text. Such statements are substantially less common
during the reading of relatively easier materials.

Descriptve analyses of the re. diag development of children in environments that
stress authorship and the social connections of literacy, through peer conferencing and
other simuar activities, have suggested that children adopt a more transactional stance
with regard to text (Short, 1986) and that, as a result, children increase their ability
« interpret texts in effective ways (Rowe, 1989). Studies of the influence of metadis-
covrse 1n text (Beauvais, 1989)—that is, discourse that an author places in text to
make sure that the reader is aware of author perception and intention—has been
found to improve reading performance under scme co..ditions Finally, studies of the
incidence of authorship activities, particularly discussions of author’s intentions during
peer conferencing and discussions of authors cluring the reading of basals and chil-
dren’s literature selections, have been comelated significantly to differences in chil-
dren’s ability to recognize errors ard dscrepancivo «n text (Shanahan, 1989) and to
students’ sense of themselves as reaaers and their views of text (Tiemey & Rogers,
1989).

[ ]t{ ain, there 1s very hittle evidence that inducing students to think about authors
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" will'enhance their reading performarice,. but what is-available.is-in agréemént.wi
this general proposition. However, studies of author awareness have béen rather.vague 5
withi regard to the theoretical diménsions of this-construct. Jsues $iich as fhe:role:
reader's. purposés, interactions or discrepancies-in:reader’s-and aithor:s:infeations,
the zelative role of it as an interpretive- versus a. motivational issie; and. ve.of;

autiior awareness for different types of texts have not been addressed. by-any.of the

studies. e

Basic Assumptions of the Perspective

text The true measure of success in such social endeavors is whether the communica:
tion took place effectively with regard to the goals of the participants. There can be
no ideal text, only text that is effective under some set of social circumstances:of.
conditions. (This social dimension being discussed here is not a *‘context,”” per'se; it-
is not simply background. Though *social context’” for leaming certzinly exists, here.
we are discussing the social dimension of literacy; an integral part of literacy itself.):- 2%
Unfortunately, on the basis of the empirical procedures adopted in many of these =4
studies, it would be simple to conclude that, according to communications-views of
literacy, good readers and writers are more adaptive of their texts no matter what the
communicative outcomes. These studies, for the most part, have shown that students
can think about authors and audiences and make adaptations in texts on the basis of
categorical information abou’ pretend readers and writers. They have not shown, with;
one exception, that these adaptations actually make texts more communicative, and
in some cases have gone so far as staying with absolute judgments of quality (such: '@
as using holistic ratings rather than primary trait ones). The choices of measures.
have generally been based on ideal views of what is communicative rather than on.. 7.
communications, and in this regard these studies are not very different frora those
labeled as shared knowledge-shared process.
And what is the nature of development within the communications approach? To
a greater extent than was evident in the shared knowledge-process approach, biological
development, as opposed to learning, is a major issue. Theoretical constructs of Pia- -
get, Kelly, and Wemer have been used in this regard. Kroll (1978), for example, kas
attempted 1o tie writing development to Piageuan stage theories of egocentrism and
decentration, whereas others, such as Piche and Roen {1978), have drawn views of
literacy development from Kelly's personal construct theory and Wermner's compara-
tive-organismic theory. Within these theoriss, development is both quantitative (more
features of audiences can be considered) as well as qualitative (the complexity and -
abstractness of the features change with experience). )
@  Social development in reading and writing is characterized by categorical changes B
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*‘:-iip_ the types of information used, the subtlety of this information, and the ability to

< iise this information differentially on the basis of a variety of potential psycholog-al
;' states. Because of these developiaental assumptions, studies in this area usually have

" considered age or maturation differences in subjects, while neglecting reading and
writing knowledge. The relative contributions of instruction, experience, and matura-
= tion to communication development is still an open question.

In any event the reliance on social psychological theories has led to the adoption
<. of a very different view of the role of instruction in literacy development. To a much
: greater extent than was true of the shared knowledge-process studies, these studies
seem to emphasize the importance of genuine practice (the value of practice as a
source of experience rather than as a simple repetition of something already learned).
*  In this perspective, the major part of learning appears to be situated in the actual
E- social interactions that take place through literacy. Practice is not isolz*2d from context

-~ ,‘*l"»'
e RN o 5

nor is it rote in nature, as flexibility and resourcefulness rather than habitual response
are what is pursued. According to this view, practice is not just useful, it is essential;
and the authenticity of this practice is a critical dimension of its potential influence
on learning to read and write.

A major assumption of shared knowledge-process studies was that reading and
writing could be learned from each other, or that both could be positively improved
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by instructional emphasis on their joint components. Similar claims are evident in the 4/

work on reader-writer commanications. It has been suggested that learning to think '$
;. about authors dunng reading will have an impact on writing ability, or that thinking Y
k- about audiences during writing will make one a better reader. Unfortunately, to date,
. we have more affidavits than studies addressing this suggestion. There is a dearth of *‘
C studies showing that learning to think in a commsunicative manner ~om ore side of W«‘
. the text would infiuence in any way the social thinking on the other side of it. ;:
2 Perhaps the reason such avenues of study have been neglected in communications -}
¢ approaches while being emphasized in sharsd knnwledge-process ones has to do with :,i
_  their basic views of the separability of reading and writing. According to comununica- o
. tions views, the wnter always works in anticipation of the reader, ana the reader must E
consider the writer s message in terms of the communicative context as well Reading 1
. and writing in this sense are not separable. 3

COLLABORATIVE USES OF READING AND WRITING

The final set of reading-writing studies are examinations of the collaborative or
jomnt uses of reading and writing. That is, these studies consicer the impact of using
reading and writing together to accomplish various tasks These studies Fave a variety
of ongins. One idea behind such studies is that reading and writing activities entail
vanous types of thinking or reasoning, and if these activities were combined effec-
tively, tasks could be completed better than would be possible if only reading or
writing were used, or 1if they were used separately. Another basis for these studies is
:  tied to the fact that 1n the ‘‘real world" reading and writing are used interactively
" rather than separately. If we want to maximize the benefits ~¢ *heir use, then we
3 °h£-;"‘ explore their combined potential.
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There are several collaborative studies that have considered school or academic
tasks such as learning from text, critical analysis of text, discourse synthesis papers, e
composition revision, composing with computers, and writing across the curriculum; =
In addition, a number of studies have analyzed,the‘combinatiqnpf,rgad_ing_ggg«ﬁwritigg;:ﬁé
in the workplace or towards the accomplishment of a number of other social goals; .
Sticht (1980), for example, found that military personnel in the workplace rarely:just
read, but instead used reading together with other activities including ‘writing, -And:
Blake and Snyder (1988) found reading comprehension to be a prerequisite to stcoesss:
ful workplace writing. :

Collaborative studies gain much of their impetus from theories drawn from cogni-
tive psychology, and the research in this area tends to be done by psychologists and: %
educators with backgrounds in either reading or writing. There are two major areas of .-
stu in this perspective: those that look at learning and those that consi. 'r discourse _
synthesis. The learning studies have been rather prescriptive in nature, that is, they
usually induce students to use reading or writing in a particular manner, whereas the
discourse synthesis efforts have been more descriptive. McGinley and Tiemey (1989) ..
have challenged the prescriptive approaches as being too constricted to reveal the true
power of reading-writing combinations. As they stated, *“. . . if we wish to understand
more fully the roles that reading and writing play in learning and thinking critically,
we must continue to explore students’ dynamic use of a fluid set of recursive reading
and writing engagements as opposed to examining a rather static set of prescribed
reading and writing juxtapositions”’ (p. 263). However, it is an understandable ap-
proach to take since reading and writing do not have to be used together for learning
from text; it is possible to learn from reading alone or from reading combined with
other processes Text synthesis studies have been more observational and descriptive,
Frobably because text synthesis by definition requires a combination of reading and
writing, although it doesn’t necessarily require a particular type of combination. Most
of thesc studies have tended to have a very practical orientation, by the nature of the
tasks that have been examined.
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A populer recent approach to the use of reading-writing te learn from text has
been the matching of read’ 1g with various types of writing tasks (note taking, wntten
responses to factual questions, personal responses, formal analyses of texts, and so
on) Studies by Colvin-Murphy (1986), Marshall (1987), Newell (1984, 1989) and
Newell, Suszynski, and Weingart (1989) have found that the more exteisive responses
have led to more learning (possibly due to more thinking time) and to a greater amount
of sensitivity to author’s craft or to closer integration of prior knowledge of text
content On the basis of think alouds of students doing some of these types of writing,
it was found that the more extensive responses led to more concern with structure and
relationships, w.ereas the less involving forms of writing led to the least concern
with these Lang.r and Applebee (1987) concluded that general classes of writing
assignments are Jik.ly to lead to very specific thought processes, and consequently to
different amounts and types of learning.

However, the combination of tasks is probably not this simple. Konopak and
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. Konopak (1989) in a similar comparison of note taking, study questions, and essay
. -writing found that in eighth graders (subjects younger, and presumably less literacy
5. proficient, than those used in the other studies) there wers no learning differences.
T .Penrose (1989) even found that, on some measures of comprehension, writing tasks
{~_actuelly led to fower scures than other types of study tasks, probabiy because students
did the writing differently than the teachers had intended; there-was ne <itomatic
cognitive outcome. Despite having the same assignments, their interpretav: is of the
" tasks had led them to adopt different goals, and these goals led them to carry out-the
reading-writing tasks in different ways and consequently to gain different amounts
and types of leaming. -

Tierney, Soter, O’Flahavan, and McGinley (1989), round that the combination
of ~ading a, ' writing, under certain conditions, contributed to increases in under-
standing and led students to alter their positions on controversial issues, probably
because the combinations of reading and writing contributed to dialectical or critical
thinking about the issue being examined more than was evident when reading or
writing were used alone. o

These results did not occur under all conditions or for all combinations. They ) Q
concluded, “‘Data from the present study suggest that thought processes change over T
;  time, and that to assess the reasoning operations engaged during different tasks, re-
i searchers must consider time and other contextual features and view the processes
more dynamically’® (Tierney, Soter, O’Flahavan, & McGiniey, 1989, p. 168). In
other words, simply assigning an essay to be written after reading will not necessarily
;cad students to learn. This effect s likely to be mediated by a number cf variebles
including prior knowledge, attitude, purpose, literate ability, ability to retum to a
text—to reread or revise at various times in the process, availability of discussicn or
. other sources of information, and contextual variables that have been strangely absent
‘' fiom most collaborative studies of learning from text. VWhile Langer and Applebee
K (1987) attempted to oredict the thought processes enabled by specific writing activities,
Tiemey and his colleagues took a much less prescriptive orientation and argued that
1t may be problematic to ascribe to any specific kind of writing a certain set of thinking
operations or outcomes. The nature of thinking likely to occur with a particular type
of writing, such as note taking, is apt to shift over time and circumstances. The
learning outcomes and thinking operations ascribed to types of writing will vary with
the wnter's engagement. Tierney ard his colleagues proceed from the notion that a
domarn can be *criss-crossed® ip a variety of ways and from a variety of perspectives
5o that a greater amount of knowledge fiexibility can be deriv-d Reading and writing,
:  rereading and rewniting, and meving back and forth between reading and writing are
! just some of the ways that they speculate this criss-crossing, can take piace They do
not propose that certain types of reac.g and writing will necessarily result ip a
predetermined set of learning outcomes.
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Discourse Synthesis

: Discourse synthests or *‘reading-tu-write™* studies have usually approached these
; 1ssues with more concem for incividual a.ff~rences (Spi~ey, 1984) In this type of )
; stl;gv. students are usually provided with two or more texts on 1 particular tcpic that §
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contain overlapping and nonoverlapping information, and sometimes even discrepant:
information about the topic. Students are then asked to write a report using these:
source materials. These studies have generally found that better readers wrote’ better
syntheses, in part because of their ability to select out more information with cross: .
textual importance (Spivey, 1984), that better readers were able to develop more. o
complex v.titing plans probably because of a greater sensitivity to the structural prpers- *
ties of texts that had been read (Spivey & King, 1989), that students.-with-more~.

#

extensive prior knowledge were abie to elaborate on the synthesized material.in moge.

e

specific and evaluative ways (Ackerman, 1989). As with the leaming studies, how- N
one approaches a task has an impact on the outcomes. It has been found that students. ..
select a variety of ways of combining reading and writing on the basis of goals, ¥
prior academic experiences, interprstations of teacher-given directions, and their own ,
estimation of the zctual value of the effort. i

Synthesis tasks appear to have two typical purposes when used in schools: to -~
create a written object and learning or knowledge transformation. Studies indicate that BN
the creation of an effective written object through discourse synthesis will be mediated 4’
to a great extent by factors such as who the potential audience is, the amount of
knowledge the leamer has, how the text will be used, and the nature of the task >
and text. (Newell, & Wirograd, 1989; Penrose, 1989). If students simply tabulate _ .

information or organize it superficially, knowledge transformation will not necessanly
occur (Kantz, 1987).

Such studies do not result in neat prescriptions for how reading and writing
should be put together However, they do arrive at a number of suggestions about the
clarification of goals and the exp'oratirn of alternatives with readers and writers. In
Penrose’s (1989) words, ‘‘“When we choose to assign writing as a learning activity,
we need to let our students know not just the kind of writing we want them to do vut
the kind of leaming we want them to engage in** (p. 16}. :
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Basic Assumptions of the Perspective

With the shared process-product and communications perspectives, It was rela- <2
tively easy to discern assumptions We are somewhat less ccrtain with the collabora-
tive studies These studies are very specific to particular literacy routines, contexts,
and goals, and the researchers who are studying a particular type of collaboration
might not be attending to the decisions made by those studying a different type of
collaboration.

The competenry assumption in these types of studies is most basically that good
‘eaders and writers are able to use text together flexibly and effectively. Effectiveness,
of course, is defined in task specific or context-specific terms for a particular goal. :
Wt collaborative studies reading and writing are not inert tasks, but they are goal- !
directed ones, and competency is a conditional property dependent on the nature of
the goal and the context While in the shared process-product studies 1t would be
possible to assume that good comprehenders are good readers, for instance, n the i
coilaborative approach comprehension would not be a sign of competency, though 1t ¢
might be required in a particular use of reading.

@ Unfortunately, the theories of competence for most of these studies are at a Jevel
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£ of competence here is clearly more situational than is true of more traditional views
= . of reading and writing, these studies generally havz not done a better job of specifying
£ contextual conditions, and, remarkably, have often done a poorer one. These studies

have been most praiseworthy when they have used multiple indicators, especiclly on- ‘f
§. line measures such as think alouds or debriefings in combination with product mea- 4
i sures. However, studies on discourse synthesis and learning from text have often e
% theoretically defined effectiveness in terms of creativity criticality, integration of g

information, personal involvement, or knowledge transformations, while using mea- %
. sures of t-umt leagth, word counts, tabulations of idea units, multiple-choice recall
*  tests, or nonspecific holistic evaluations of writing quality. The reason that these
k' 1 ;asures match up so well across perspectives is that these researchers appear to %
assume that reading and writing alone are necessary preconditions for using reading ﬂ
¥:  and writing together competently, and they have consequently, 2=d probably unwit- s
‘ tingly, accepted the competency positions of the earlier discussed perspectives. g
E: No clear developmental positions have been specified with regard to collaborative h
¥ views. These studies, by their use of older students, have given a *‘steady-state” ?
f|  impression of developmext as if such changes or reorganizations do not happen or are g
E.  jrrelevant. However, this is probably not what these researchers intend. For exampe,

N

Beal (1987, 1990) 1n her studies of how students use reading to revise their composi-
tions, found clear developmental differences in children’s abifitis to recognize textual B
problems, although similar developmental problems were not evident for the correction
tion of these texts. In other words, maturational limits on reading ability were conse-
quently limiting writing. e

The role and nature of teaching in these collaborative studies is an area of clear
division and argument. Ther. ire those who believe that clearly defined literacy rou-
tines cen be taught and lear..  .nd that students win become more competent in their
- joint uses of reading and writing (Langer & Applebez, 1987), and those who consider
- the powerful properties of reading- writing combination to be too complex o be learned N
effecuvely i such simple ways (McGinley & Tiemey, 1389) Although direct instruc-
tron in literacy routines may be found to be effective in the accomplishment of various
goals, it 1s also evident from a number of studies or conditions that a more guided
: expenential approach, similar in some ways to apprenticeship, is piobably more in
. line with the true goals that we hold.

In this perspective, reading and writing are separate and separable entities Read-
. ing and wnting are not the same tasks, or combining them woulc make no difference
> The claim here 1s not that reading aad writing are totally different, just that they
accomplish dificrent, though overlapping, wugnitive goals, and that under various
circumstances one might be superior to the other. In fact, Tiemey and McGinley
(1987) gu sv far as te suppose that the processing similarities of reading and writing
{ are what make them sv effective for covering of criss crossing 2 domain of knowledge
in different ways that are iearning supportive.

i AR it A b

A A FINAL COMPARISON OF ASSUMPTIONS

b: 5

E @ Fich perspective has its own purposes and its own traditions All of them offer
29 . N . .
3 [ 3 lC eater understanding of worthwhile issues that can contribute to our grasp of the
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development, nature, and meaning of literacy. That these have been largely separate- ’*i
traditions is apparent not only in their different purposes, and in the differences that 3

exist in their variables and measures, but also in their reference lists. Those whose
task it has been to till the fields within any of these perspectives have been loathe to:
attend to the plow marks in the next field. P

During the 1980s the literacy research community has witnessed expanding vi-
sions; it has been a period of newly opened doors and increased breadth. This expans
sion of vision is well documented in the programs of NRC over this decade, and in -
the expansion of reading-writing research (from virtually none in 1980, to the poin
where “‘Resources in Education’ has given it its own index entry and boasts more
than 500 articles and research papers). This expansion of vision has been a healthy
one, but it has in some ways led to a kind of fractionalization of the purposes,
approaches, and directions of the field. We have at times been guilty of a too-shallow
consumerism, rather than recipients of a deeper understanding of literacy. A greater .
amount of interaction among these three perspectives could contribute to an increased
depth of understanding in the 1990s. The recent coming together of reading and
writing could be a harbinger of this vision for the final decade of the 20th century.

We have much to learn from and to share with each other. The work on shared
knowledge-process has suggested useful instructional innovations, contributed to our
understanding of the generalization or transfer of literacy learning, and to a better
understanding of important measurement issucs in reading and writing (such as reveal-
ing some of the limitations of using writing responses as an evaluation of reading
ability) The work on social dimensions and contexts of literacy learning and use have
demonstrated the necessity of understanding the role of communication in our other
measurements It has also encouraged a wonderful opening up of classrooms to a
number of socially rich experiences. Collaborative approaches similarly hughlight the
importance of functional or goal-related contexts on literacy development and use,
and serve to identify important prac*ical goals for reading-writing education and have
provided impo:tart insights into what needs to be learned and how we might guide
that learning.

There are differences in the basic assumptions of these perspectives, but these
seem o be due to the partial specifications of resear. . problems that have been done
(Mosenthal, 1983) and to historical accident. For example, is it that researchers who
work on collaboration have jus examined samples in which developmertal change 1s
unimportant, or do they reject devslopmental change s an jimportant construct? Is gt
that shared knowledge-process measvres of competency are based on deeply held
beliefs about the nature of literacy, or are they intended as proxy vanables for predict-
ing what texts or performances might accomplish the most in social and functional
seutings® (A belief not entirely unjustified by the results of various social or collabora-
uve studies that have employed some of these measures.)

The suggestion here is not that we all should study the same things 1n the same
ways, only that we have a responsibility for making sure that our research adds up to
something A good deal of this adding up might come from a greater attention to and
use of research findings across these perspectives. We need to make greater use of
the issues, measures, and findings of each other’s efforts. There have been a number
Jf exciting examples of this type that might point tv a more productive future. Dyson's
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< (1989) insightful inquiries into the social functi s and learning of text structures in
& reading and writing; Raphael and her colleagues’ (1986) attempts to combine instruc-
¢ tion of text knowledge into a socially complex reading-writing context and to study
& " the joint and scparate effects of these, Penrose’s (1989) analysis of the social context
~  of collaborative performance, Spivey and King’s (1989) attempts to consider the role
i of reading-writing knowledge in a collaborative situation, and several others. We are
. not suggesting that these studies are exemplary in all regards, or that these are the
! only appropriate examples. However, we are suggesting that studies such as these that )
« use constructs and insights drawn from across two or more of the perspectives have o
¢ agreater potential for increasing our knowledge and understanding at this time. :‘
: If we follow such leads and stress cognitive, communicative, and activity-based Ré
;- apprca.hes, not separately, but together—and use these to consider a whole range s
;\ of cognitive, affective, linguistic, social, and functional perforraances across clearly g
. specified social and functional contexts—and if we recognize and attempt to under- »
. stand the jomt influence exercised by instruction, experience, and maturation on learn- i

.. ing in these contexts, the 1990s will be a time of a decper and truer vision of what it
means to be literate and how we can help our children to get there.

-
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MOTIVATED LITERACY!

Mary M. McCaslin
Bryn Mawr College

I awoke une momning a coupis wezks ago with the knowledge that I was “‘ready
to write** this paper on ‘‘motivated literacy * My preparations accompanied the smell
of a second, necessary, pot of freshly brev g coffee. I conducted the search for the
scotch tape and white-out, Jecked that £  “apler was loaded, the cartridge-in my
pen full, pencils sharpened, and clean narow-ruled white primters’ paper at hand.
Coffec and tools now ready, I noted the dictionary on the side table, retrieved my
outline, and tumed on the coriputer.

My writing routines—here recounted minus the angst—are, I know, of not much
interest, but I dwell on them in part because I suspect thev are commonplace and
because I think they have much to say about the acquisition and maintenance of
motivated literacy. I note that how I go about the process of writing in 1989 is mare
an elaboration than a replacement of earlier scripts. I do not need my fountain pen
and, frankly, the only time I use a stapler anymore is to fix a torn hem. But, in anather
sense, I do need these tools that are now incidental to the actual production process.
Perhaps because they were essential components of an carlier leaming, the learning
of what it meant to be *'literate,”” they remain necessary but are no lenger sufficien?
I now cannot write without a computer, it has been this way for some time, although
I cannot recall precisely when ! changed from typing my paper on the computer to
writing my paper with it. I only know that the computer has transformed my thinking
and my writing i fundamental ways. It has become part of my *‘tool kit.”

We can all recount our joumey into the world of literate behavior: discovering
how to look at the Sunday funnies, keeping irack of time until recess, counting out
**one potato two pota*. ' to see who is *‘it"* for a game of tag, telling ghost stories
at sleep-overs, wniting the obligatory thank-you notes for birthday greetings, adding
items to the grocery list-— at some point knowing that *‘eggs’ go in the same column
with “milk.”” As a child I spent many hours scsting customers® charge receipts for
my father’s business while my mother posted the hooks. It occurs to me I should look -
up "'posted” in the dictionzry. 1 do not know if it is & *‘peal’’ ward, only that it meant
a lot to me. Ruler, pencil, and, most importantly, eraser in hand, I would settle in at

the kitchen table and add the figures in each stack, only to have them redone on the
'"Plenary address presented at the anaual meeting of the National Reading Coafercace, Austin, Texas, 4
December 1, 1989, The author wishes to ackeowledge and thank Thomas L. Good for his helpful comments ol
" The rescarch program described 1n this paper was funded in part by the Junior Leave Program of Bryn 5'5
i E I{l‘(: ‘otlege and a Spencer Postdoctoral Fellowship. :
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36 Literacy Theory and Research -3

adding machine by my mother. But sometimes my sum was solely correct. she had
misentered a figure——and that's what ‘‘pasted’” meant. It was my expression of an 8-
year-old’s smugness and said with the cadence of my mother’s more frustrated exple-
tive ‘‘posted’ was idiosyncratic—highly personal and saturated with meaning. Each
of us owns such ‘"special’* words, whose connotation is rich and private.

I go on because ¥ wish to make the point that we need not adopt the role of s
*‘outsider” to discover the pattern in the phenomena—io explore the metaphors of -
apprenticeship, guided participation, shared knowledge, and sociall; situated learning: .
(cf Lave, 1989; Rogoff, 1989)—in our understa. %ing of motivated literacy. Nor does. .3

the pursuit of motivated literacy seem to profit from a narrowing of attention to' -
differences in knowledge, power, status, or belongingness embodied in linear-change
constructs like ‘‘expert’” and *‘novice,” or ‘‘newcomer’ and ‘‘oldtimer.” Inceed,
reflections upon our own jcarneys into knowing what it means to be literate construe
a web of persons, situations, tasks, and activities. evolving roles, developing unde.¢-
standings At this stage of our leamning about motivated literacy, a broadenirg of
perspective seems a more tenable strategy.

So, we each have a history of literacy passage in the world of childhood -ad into
the world of grown-ups that involves the everydayness of observation and modeling,
and direct engagement of tasks and activities—many of them simply routine—that
are verbal and nonverbal, and that, although unique in its particulars, I maintain is
global in its essence. Through our multiple social, instructional worlds we have
learned what it means to be literate. what was once interpersonal knowledge has
become intrapersonal knowledge I maintain that motivated iiteracy is like any other
meaningful leaming It involves both incidental and intentional processes within the
learner and within the social’instructional s. tting, hence, to uuderstand the dynamics
of an individual learner, one must attend to the changing social contexts within which
the developing leamner emerges. Motivated literacy, then, is learned—both as it is
acquired and as it is maintained—and here understood within the dynamics of a
Vygotskian framework of social and individual ‘‘emergent nteraction (Wertsch &
Stone, 1985).

First I will elaborate bricfly upon historical Vygotskian theory, highlighting the
role of socialization processes and the development of functioral language, 1n the
facilitztion of what I call \daptive icarning. I will describe a program of research on the
processes of adaptive learning and I will argue that adaptive iearning 1s fundamental to
the construct of **moti+ated literacy.”” Second, the potential of this peispective, which
builds upon Vygotskian theory, for exploring the dynamics of motivated hteracy 1s
examined by considering what it means to be literate in a cross section of our snciety.
current popular culture, the academy, and our public schools. The focus here 1s upon
the messages our students likely receive from parents, teachers, and *‘everydayness”’
about what it means to be literate Third, conceptions of motivation and ability are
examine? as they may inform a construction of mot.. uied hteracy. Emphasis here 1s
on the multiple and petentially competing definitions of motivated learning held by
schools, teachers, parents, and peers. Finally, some implicau.ons for the integration
of these conceptions as they may inform instructional practice are considered with
special attention to current reform efforts in the teaching of readis., .
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HISTORICAL VYGOTSKIAN THEORY

There are three interdependent facets of a historic.! Vygotskian perspective that

are especially relevant to a the...y of adaptive learning and its implicationa for moti-

vated literacy: (a) the multiple functions of language, (b) internalization processes and

. the nature of change, and (c) the unit of psychological analysis (for more compAete

.discussion, see McCaslin Rohrkemper, 1989). Each process informs the- mdmdual’

. mediation of experience, an experience that is at once cultural (it represents socially
 structured tasks and tools) and historical (it reflects the *‘storehouse’” of what foday-

Y &4

we call *“semantic knowledge,”” *‘learning to learn strategies,”” *‘comprehension mon-
itoring,”* and ‘‘metacognitive awareness’"). I will briefly discuss each construct.

" Theory of Language

Vygotsky was an avowed Marxist and his theory of languagz extends Engels’
positiop .hat communicative, social language evolved from and within human ia*
and was :mniquely human. Similarly, Paviov (1927) provided a critical distin.
between the ‘‘first’ signal system, perception, and the **second’ siynal system, lan-
guage. Pavlov hypothesized that language, the second signal system, was the cause
of the differences between human and animal learning. He arg sed that ‘*it is precisely
speech which has made us human’* (as quoted in Slobin, 1966, p. 112). Thus for
Pavlov, as for Engels, speech was peculiar to humans, and, in interaction with percep-
tion, the first signal system, allowed one to master the environment as opposed to
being controlled by its stimulus properties. Language, then, is responsible for the
human ability to direct and mediate behavior. The mediational and self-directive role
of language—of the second signal system—became the cornerstone of Vygotsky’s
research and theorizing. His interest was in the dual functions of language, communi-
cation and self-direction, and how these evolved. In particular, he focused upon the
dynamics of childie.,'s transition from exposure to word meanings by others in their
social instructional environments to children’s emergent ability to expose themselves
to word meanings and thereby direct their own behavior as well as communicate
with others.

The developmental sequence of the two functions of language is from social or
interpersonal to self-directive or intrapersonal. The implications of this progression
are cntical. Not unly does language acquire two distinct functions, but the sour~e of
self-directive snner speech us the social environment— the cultural and hi-torical lan-
guage environment.

The structure and function of each type of speech -external communicative and
intemal self-dn.ective—duffer. Inner speech branches off communicative (external)
speech. Vygotsky argued that ulimately, ““the speech structures mastered by the child
become the basic structures to his thinking'* (Vygotsky, 1962, p. 51). Inner speech,
then, 1s the opposite of external speech. External speech involves turning thought into
words, whereas mner speech involves turning words into thought (1962, p 131)
Inner specch 1s thinking in pure meanings and is the link between the second signal
system of the social world and the thought of the individual.
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Processes of Internalization

¢

The sequence of language development, from interpersonal and zommunicative. ~%
with others to intrapersonal and self-directive, squarely locates the emergent capacity
for “‘self’” direction in the interpersonal realm; the roie of the social environment is.
preeniinent. Mind is the product of social life, it is a “‘form of activity which was.
carlier shared by two people (originated in communication), and which oniy later, as.
a result of mental development, becomes a form of behavior in one person” (Luria; .
1969, p. 143). The psychology of the individual is a multiplicative product of his.
. social encounters. &

““Emergent interaction’’ has been coined by Wertsch and Stone (1985) to capture,. %1
the dynamics of this internalization process that integrates the social/instructional .
environments in the child’s experience —the interpsychological, cultural world—with

child’s natural developmental processes. Internalization, then, is inherently social
and interactional, and at its core is the mastery of signals—language.

This corception ot intzrnalization embeds the individual within her culture; it
blurs the dist'nction between self and other. The individual is intricately a part of the
perceived soc,' world; thus self-knowledge is not independent of knowledge of oth- .
ers One could argue that reports about self are not interpretable without a context of
“percept. i of other”” within which to analyze them. Indeed, one finds meny empirical
examples to suggest that terms like *‘self-perceptions of ability’ vary with context
and/or comparison group (McCaslin, 1989, Midgley, Fcldlaufer, & Eccles, 1989;
Reuman, 1989).
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Unit of Psychological Analysis E
Vygotsky voiced concern about the false dichotomy that characterized much of 3
psychology at the tum of the century and that continues. He anticipated present-day }s
attempts to integrate *‘will" with “‘skill’ when he wrote (Vvgotsky, 1962): A
We have in mind the relation between intellect and affect. Their separation as subjects ;

of study is a major weakness of traditional psychology since 1t makes the thought ;
process appear as an autonomous flow of **thoughts thinking themselves'* segregated §
from the fullness of life. from the personal needs and interests, the inclinawons and £
impulses, of the thinker . . . . (p. 8) £

4

Thus, Vygotsky argued that the basic unit of psychological concern was the 5

integration of the affective with the intellectual and their emergent interactional ongins
with the social’instructional environment. He used word meaning as the basic unit of
«nalysis for exploring this integration. Current Soviet psychologists have challenged
this last position and offer instead the construct of “‘activity’ that embodies tool-
mediated, goal-directed action as the appropriate basic unit with which to examme
the integration of the affective with the intellectual (Wertsch, 1985, Zinchenko, 1985).
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FROM THEORY TO RESEARCH

These three tenets of the historical Vygotskian theory of the social ongins of
Q iological activity inform the structure of a program of research on adaptive learn-
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: ing to which I now turn. This structure also organizes subsequent sections concerned
. with the implications of this general perspective for a theory of motivated literacy
Ultimately we will explore cultural definitions of literacy, the potentially competing
constructions ¢ motivation that emerge from multiple sccial/instructional environ-
ments, and the potential informativeness of the integration of these cultural messages
in approaches to reading instruction.

Adaptive Learning: Towards a Definition

My primary intercst is in the development and enhancement of what I call **adap- ;

tive learning” (see also, Rohrkemper & Corno, 1988). By adaptive learning I refer

. to that ability to take charge of frustration and maintain the intentiun to leam while
enacting effective task strategies in the face of uncertainty—taking charge of one’s
motivation, emotion, and thinking. Adaptive learning allows one to initiate and to

JE I EART T I3 e SR o DS 2 AL S S5

transform tasks: It enables proactive behavior in either case. ;
A Adaptive leaming is not yet another euphemism fc- high ability. Indeed, my 3
i; research provides some suppert for the hypothesis that given the structure o our é
" classrooms and the diagnostic insensitivity of much clas:* m work, moderate ability .
: learners are provided more opportunities to become, and to know themselves as, "
’  adaptive learners. This 1s because high ability learners too often readily succeed at o
" tasks that lack challenge. Hen.e, these students have little need to be adaptive leamn- t
¢ ers—to reread, redo, or seck assistance. Too readily earned success on tasks that are :
. not difficult enough, and thus are understimulating, is not educative Uniaformative ‘
?  success, or success that occurs without increased understanding, does not further i
% learning. not about the subject matter at hand nor about oneself as an agent in the face

of uncertainty. Thus, high-ability i...ners are less apt to experience thos situations of
hard learming 1n which we learn about our frustration thresholds —in which we learn
how to swallow the lump in our throat and go back and try a different way In short,
those situations 1 which we learn how to vope with stress and we learn that we are s
more than our achievement. Experiences that facilitate adaptive leaming that high
ability students do engage i are likely those that occur wher they transform a classroom .
task to make .t more challenging (e.g., compete against earlier times to completion,
construct an essay with mternal rhyme) or to occur in nonschool se*ings (e g , with
parents, community groups, sports).

Simularly, low-ability learners also are muore apt than their moderate ability peer-
to suffer from diagnostic errors 1n task Jdifficulty. These students chronically fall short
on tasks that are too difficult, and thus overwhelm, or succeed on tasks that are so
prescriptive and su furously designed for success that the learner is rendered mimb
and ultimaiciy passive .. us attammment. In either case, mindless failure or ur.nforma-
© tive success, the low-ability learner 1s less apt to experience a range of task challenge
* that results in strategie self- and task transformation behavior Rather, it is the *‘mod-
erate” ability learner who 1s more apt to experience a balance between more and le.s
easily ‘‘learned’’ tasks and ‘‘earned’’ outcomes.

Thus, the muderate ability learner has more experience with a variety of learning
outumes. This itkely affords a distinction between process and outcome in the first
nlac&. and secondly, allows for an understanding of the malleability of he leaming
57
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40 Literacy Theory and Research

process  Such understanding allows elaboration and fine-tuniug of a range of learning
and motivational strategies—an expanding and specialized tool kit. Hence, it is the .
moderate ability leamer who is most apt to display what I call adaptive leaming: to
recognize that tasks, and the strategies we bring to them, are raalleable. And it is the
moderate ability leamer who is more apt to enact this knowledge rather than become -
undone by a too difficnlt task or defeated by one that is too easy. These learners know -
that they can recover from initial failure or incomplete learning and yet still be capable.
of success. They do rot overdwell on either outcome. Moderate ability learners main-
tain a relatively flat emotional profile; they hold generally positive, but focused; .
expectations unless evidenc. does not allow them. When moderate ability leamers do <
fail, they tend to not engage in self-evaluation and instead remain neutral and keep O
their thoughts about themselves close to the task (McCaslin Rohrkemper, 1989a). 3
They are more ~<ilient. Adaptive learning is not a. *her term for high ability, then, ,f
it is acquired—through experience with a range of tasks within muluple, supportive
social/instructional environments, {

Adaptive learning is not isomorphic with self-regulation. I term the facility to
transform and initiate tasks and self ‘‘zdaptive leaming"* rather than self-regulation
because I want to stress inter- rather than intraindividual states. It 15 essential to stress
that a Vygotskian perspective highlights the role of the social/instructional environ-
ment in the development of adaptive ieamning By social/instructional environment I
refer to institutions, parents, teachers, peers, tasks, aad activities that students influ-
ence and are influenced by as they engage in leaming, be it about themselves, their
community, or the imagery in Jare Eyre. From this point of view, then, adaptive
learning underlies mativated literacy.

The research program described here attends to reported inner speech as a function
of task difficulty, type of soc.al'instructional environment, and individual differences ,
among learners It can be considered an elaboration of a Vygotskian perspective |
‘hat incorporates insights from attribution theory (e.g., Wemer, 1985), information B
processing theory (e g., Simon, 1969), social leamning theory (e.g., Bandura, 1977),
and socialization research (e.g., Baumrind, 1971). {

sy welean

Conception of Change

One way to conceptualize *‘emergent interaction’ that mvolves .chool-aged chil-
drer. is to consider he co-occurre ice of develupmental processes with a change in
socialization Thus, children experience an increase in the number of socialinstruc- .
tional environments in their lives at about the same time that they become capable of
“eing in control of themselves rather than contro..ed by the stimulus properties of the
sncial'instructional environment Children’s socialinstructional worlds expand consid-
erably at about the same time they develop an increasing facility with the second
signal system ar.d emergent capacity for self-direction. This is especially the case for
children of working mothers (Scarr, Phillips, & McCartney, 1989).

Exposure to an increased number of socialinstructional environments requires
adaptive learning Corno (1989) for example, discusses just this point m her analysis
of classroom lite-acy —being able to read ' issrooms as text— what she defines as the
“*proces- of coming to know the commonly acknowledged structures and functions of

Q
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classrooras and of being able to use this knowledge productivity [sic] in the social
and academic roles that classrooms define’* (1989, p. 30). Some social’nstructional
environments are more supportive, informative, and appropriately challenging and,

. thus, facilitate adaptive learning better than others. And gaps between the social/

instructional environments of houie and ;chool cars demand adaptive learning of some
students more than others.

For example, the basic classroom social frame of turn taking, that rests upon a
master-subordinate physical frame, is congruent with early adult-child interaction in
middie-class homes (Corno, 1989, Heath, 1982). Middle-class parents, like teachers,
also are mere apt than working class parents to ask their children questions for
which the parent already knows the answer (Heath, 1982). And striking inconsis-
tencies between home and school can occur in the norms surrounding things like
helping behavior, usually valued at home, yet often considered cheating in school
(Good, 1988).

Interviews with parents, teachers, and students focused on the enhancement of
adaptive leaming and the treatment of mistakes also provide some insight into the
associations some students have wi h adults repeating themselves ‘‘slower and louder”
(McCaslin, in preparation). A teach 2r answering a student question by restating more
slowly and loudly usually is assuming that the student needs repetition and more time
to ‘‘stay with her,” or was unable to hear, or that understanding and listening are
correlated. Parents’ slower and louder speech, on the other hand, is often associated
with children’s misbehavior, or thoughtless behavior, and thus, has a ring of culpabil-
ity, it is a warning and often a promise of punishment. Hence, some students are
confused, but convinced, that the teacher yells at them when they ask a question.
They tacitly learn that not understanding is akin to misbehaving, one does not make
mistakes, onc behaves badly.

Thus, home and school language and social interaction patternt can differ in
inportant ways. As Como (1989) argues, not to address the differences between home
and «.assroom social, instructional environments is to place some children in a “‘catch
as catch can”’ position .oward their adjustment to the classroom. We know that famil-
ianty nstills perceptions of self control and that perceptions of self-control promote
effortful behavior (Bandura, 197/). Currently, our classrooms are more familiar social/
instructional envaunments for some students then they are for others. And as is so
often the case, students fr.n higher sociveconomic homes are moi: likely to receive
u famil.er language and a farmliar set of expectancies in school tha: an, their less
advantaged peers.

Classroom socialization also homogenizes spezch and other social behavior, and
so defines what 1t means to be lit.rate even at it teaches literacy (Graff, 1979 in Como,
1989). Thus,  lassroom social instructional environments not only make demands on
students, they are simultancously svurces of empowerment as students internalize and
mediate their expener.ces (Halperin, 1976, Rohrkemper, 1984, 1985). As students
acquire more expenence .5 classrooms, their language to describe classrooms and
therr percepuons of themselves within them becomes more school like than home-
like. Hence, parents’ relative lack of facility to describe their children in classrooms
becomes more pronounced as their child nw ves through elementary school (McCaslin,
in oisparatlon). Indeed, students’ sense of themselves as learners maps onto teachers’
ERIC -
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42 Literacy Theory and Research:

constructions so that students’ self-descriptions and reported inner speech in ths face.
of effortful leamning is congruent with teacher description and instructional language - -.
(McCaslin Rohrkemper, 1989a). One hypothesis to emerge from this scenario cons- -
cerns the extent to which the capacity to integrate the home and school social/instruc- .
tional environments is an important determinant of enhanced perceptions of oneself as
a learner, the development of functional inner speech, and, hence, adaptive learning,. -

:
%
'
J

»
;
‘.
.

The Functions of Inner Speech in Adaptive Learning

Inner speech guides thought and action in nonautomatic *‘effortful”’ (Posner, .
1979) cognition. In this research program, two types of inner speech were identified’ .
that reflect concern with the integration of the affective and the intellectual (McCaslin .
Rohrkemper, 1989a; McCastin Rohrkemper, 1989h; Rohrkemper, 1986; Rohrkemper ’“;I.
& Bershon, 1984; Rohrkemper, Slavin, & McCauley, 1983). Self-involved inner .
speech reflects control over the self through enhancing motivational and affective .
statements (e.g. ‘‘don‘t get mad [because] you can Jo it, just hang in there’’). Task-
ir.volved inner speech reflects control over the task through problem solviag, strategic
instructional statements afforded by the task, and modification of the task if necessary
and possible (*‘ok, start over on a new piece of paper with a cumpletely new way
[rereads directions, changes algorithm] *). Together, self-involved and task-involved
inner speech enable adaptive leaming by allowing students to modify ¢he task or the
self, and by empowering them to initiate and transform tasks or self. .

Results indicate that students differ in the fluidity of their reported inner speech,
the sophistication of the task-involved strategies that they can employ, and in the ...
types of affective and motivational configurations that enable them to persevere—to ..
overcome self-doubt and maintain the intention to learn, and to quit—to recognize
when perseveration is overdetermined and not facilitative. It scems reascnable to .
hypothesize that, even within developmental and task differences, the sources of task-
involved inner speech are more readily identfied and homogenous, and tied to specific
school learning or, if found lacking, to studeat ability level and/or quality of prior
experience In contrast, sources of self involved inner speech are likely more varied, .
reflecting multiple influences from home, school, and peers. An example may help
clarify this distinction. The following were excerpted from interviews with two sixth- .
grade girls discussing how they handle the ‘‘hard stuff’* in math. Their reports e
typical for th ir age grou) wher re porting inner speech associated with difficult tasks.

It should be kept in mind, however, that hese students are discussing their ap-
proaches to coping with learning stress in general. Inner speech invelves tuming words
into theaght; here we have compounded the process by requesting that the pathway be
made prototypical and then communicative for others. Thus, the density and structural
differences that are theorized to characterize inner speech have been stereotyped and
diffused in the translation The reports are, nonetheless, informative 1n that they
provide clues about the functions of inner speech.

A lot of times I get sick of things so I just want to stop. And I do . . . I always,

whenever 'm working and I just get sick of working ard I just stop because § can’t
stand it anymore. I think of things that are, [ like to do. Like in school, 1I'm going
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to play with my friends. I think, *“Um, all the things that are fun that we do, and
stuff. But [ have to get this done and right before 1 can go and do that.”

Compare this student’s self-involved strategic use of fantasy, combined with real-

_world contingencies, to keep her on task with her classmate’s reported strategies

described below. The first student’s reported inner speech indicates trat learning (or

. pethaps, more correctly, successful performance) 1s a means to the goal (fun time with
friends). Her classmate’s reported inner speech indicares motivational and emotional
. supports that are enabling means to the goal of meaningful leaming.

Well, 1 think I'm going to get them all wrong. And I kind of feel like | have to get
up and walk around and think about it. I feel like 1 have to stop and work on something
else for a little bit. I might get up and work on spelling for a minute "cause that’s
pretty easy and 1 don’t have to think about it, "cause spelling I just know the answers
and they’re right there. I can think about the math and what ’m going todo . . . [It’s
time for a break] when 1 get pretty frustrated and think to myself you cap’t do this
and 1 start tearing, I start biting my pencil then I know 1 have to get up and do
something clse. 1 just I get so frustrated with it I can’t think . . . I'start to fiddle with
my hands, go like that. I know I have to do somcthing ¢lse. 'Cause I really get mad.
1 don't take a real long [treak] time, maybe just ten minutes. Then I come back to
work again. Just to get it out of my mind for a minut..

Both students conclude with similar procedural or algorithmic task-iavolved strat-
egies to reach solution. Their self-involved paths to that solution illustrate the range
and complexity of self-directive inner speech and its dynamic interplay with one’s
general comprehension of oneself as a leamer. The examples underscore the question
of internalization, and 1n sc doing, move us away from 10cating the ‘‘psychological’
solely within the individua;. We look instead to the nature of the multiple social/
instructional environments that, through emergent interaction with the individual, re-
sult m umque learner cunstructions and re constructions of self-direction Thus, under-
standing how a student copes with present leaming frustration involves some under-
standing of how pnur and ungoing socialization influen:es of home and school have
been internalized.

We look as well to the specific events that allow this development, to the types
of tasas that simulate inner speech. As stated earlier, tasks that do not require striving
do not challeng, and therefore do not directly pi. .:de the opportunity for the develop-
ment of adaptive inner speech. Sunilarly, tasks that are too prescriptive do not allow
stucents to learn abuu. themselves as learners 2nd therefore do not enhance the devel-
opment of self-directive nner speech (see also, Rohrkemper & Como, 1988) One
imphation of this interplay between task demands and the development of adaptive,
functional inner speech concer:... how to design tasks that will enhance the integration
of self-invulved and ask-involved inner speech so that each is mutually supportive

In sum, students differ in their affective and intellectual strategies for coping with
diffenng tasks. A Vygotskian onentation 1s distinctive in its interest in the emergent
interaction between the develuping individual and the changing contexts of his or her
multiple souial instructional envirunaients. This internalization process, in interaction
with tasks that are <hallenging and informative, results ... unique constructions of self
and fimdity of functional inner speech, and hence, adaptive leaming
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CULTURAL DEFINITIONS OF LITERACY

We now consider some implications of students’ adaptive leamning, and the gen~ kT
eral Vygotskian perspective, for a theory of motivated literacy and informed classroom: .
practice. We first turn to current debates about literacy and how they differ in the, ™
popular culture and the academy. Ck

Popular Culture

American citizens have become worried of late about our relative standing in a;c_;f;z
world Certainly concern with our economic competitiveness has been with us through: ¥
ruch of the decade; indeed, our worries about Japan can now be expanded to inclade. - ;
the yYuropean common market. Our national identity, that sense of what it means to ©'
be an American, at some points reduced to “‘English language only’’ conceptions,
also is likely to undergo increased deliberation as other countries no longer provide.
the easy conirast points between ‘‘us and them’’ that makes us comfortable with the
““us ** So, I think it is fair to say that American citizens have become worriedly self-:
conscious. And worry has fueled debates over what it means to be literate, and whOg;‘QV
gets how much, when, and where. The popular press is replete with international |
achievement test comparisons. We read that our children’s ranking in math and sciencé:
and literature and geography and facility with languages is not any more compeiitive,
than are the cars produced in Flint, Michigan. We learn that our country’s willingness R
to invest i1, .he production of knowledge (in research, development, and dissemina-
tion), other than defense weaponry, is falling behind the investmeats of other societies.. -
We read of the “‘closing of the American mind”’ and student editorials in the New: .
York Times (1989) claiming that, at one of our most prestigious colleges, students are
not ellowed, let alone encouraged, to leam Instead, students are pushed to quickly
produce It is “‘extra good’’ if you can complete a double major. Parent concems that- ]
their infants ultimately get into these prestigious schools are well known, profited -
from, and parodied in movies like Baby Boom. We laugh. There is emerging evideuce
that we damage our children in our self-promotion of their success, yet we still. .
indulge Popular culture portrays both an insecurity and a concomitant assertion that:

ere is a cannon, there is a standard of knowledge that is requisite to being literate. @
And this Christmas, the flyer in New Yorker tells me, you can purchase J.D. Hirsch’s
(1989) A First Dictionary of Cultural Literacy. What Our Children Need to Know at
your local oubleday Book Shop. What a Christmas. :

I dwell —perhaps overdwell - -on popular culture conceptions of literacy, and the :
context of those conceptions, because of the marked influence that everydayness has
on individual thinking and behavior. Jacobs and Eccles (1985) for example, have
documenio< a change — a decrease — in rothers' assessment of their daughters’ mathe-
matics ability as a function of popular pu. .. seports on the research program on gender
and mathematics giftedness conducte*  Jonns Hopkins University.
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The Academy

Even as the spin it racks at the supermarkets tell us there is a body of knowledge,
that if retained, will mak s educated, the academy is rife with debate about what it
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.means to be hiterate and the ewmics of differential access to that state. My college is
_“not unique, I am sure, in ou: discussions about the relation between tradition and
“knowledge.” Acadesics debate the stance that some texts are worthier than other
““texts, that there is some authority concerning what is to be known, that knowledge is
‘historical memory not mere ‘‘Jata’ or information in the ever-present. It is a lively

debate, to be sure, and the source of some wonderful constructs like *‘cultural autolo-

‘botomy”’ (Ozick, 1989, p. 124).

My pu atis that faculty and students around the country are struggling to define
what it means to be literate and for whom. How do we think about American minorities
outside of the Sociology Department? Women outside of Women’s Studies programs
and child development research? International and nonwestem cultures outside of
political science? The scenes at Stanford University this past year were a vivid but
not unique example. At the same time that curriculum debate and revision are the
struggle of the academy, however, the popular culture is quite confident that it has
the hold on tiie means fo and what it means to be literate. Our changes in curricula
clash with popular conceptions. Perhaps is this nowhere more avident than in the

. Whole Language movement toward reading instruction (McCaslin, 1989)

CULTURAL DEFINITIONS OF MOTIVATION

Multiple, and at times competing, definitions of what it means to be motivated
and able are embraced n our culture. It 15 useful to consider the potential array of

~ these constructions from parents, principals, teachers, and students, as part of the

context of motivated Lteracy. To illustrate, let us examine four sources of **authority”’

. on what 1t means to be motivated —fuur distinct social instructional environ-
‘' ments—*aat overiap 1n the hife of one sixth ,:ade female, Nora, a student of moderate

ability.

Home Socialllnstructional Environment

Nura’s family consists uf several brothers and working parents. Each is expected
to *"do the best you can.”” Effort 1s highly valued and effortful leaming is emphasized
more than ready learning associated wih ability. So much so, that Nora’s mother is
concerned that Nora does nut *‘earn’” her way because ‘‘she learns easily and doesn’t
need much study.”” There is no premium on high native ability.

Effortful performance 15 distinct from effortful learning in Nora's family Effortful
performance essentially concerns acting responsibly. The home approach to responsi
ble: behavior means that certain mistakes are **OK'" (e.g., those that occur in spite of
sustained effurt or that are due to 'legitimate’ " lack of awareness) whereas others are
not (e.g., due to lack of sustained effort or “‘iresponsible’” behavior). Given the
high value that hume places on effortful leamning, one hypothesis that follows * that
sanctioned mistakes followed by effort may well be the most valued behavior in
Nora's famu, morahty 1s intertwined with effort, self awareness, self reliance, and
the oalden rule.
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46 Literacy Theory and Research. ¢

School Socialllnstructional Environment

Nora's school district’s motto is ‘‘one year's growth for every child’* as deﬁncd
hy scores on the steadardized achievement tests adminstered each spring. Nora's
school expects to neet, if not exceed, district level goals. ‘

Academic expectations are parame it fro.a the principal’s perspective, especnally
standardized test performance School-level expectations for student test perforrnance
and the premium on realized high abi.ty infiltrate the classroom through several’
channels, ranging from who is selected to read the moming PA announcements, tor }
whose achievemen.. is celebrated in those announcements, to whe leaves the room for 2

J
*‘gifted’* classes At the school level high ability combined with effort that results in- T ,
high achievement test performance receives the highest acclaim. ‘

Classroom Social/lnstructional Environment

Nora’s teacher’s (Mrs Smiith’s) conception of student leamning differs from both.
the effortful leamning and performance that may or may not be successful, valued by .
Nora's mother, and the effortful ability, resulting in high standardized test scores, ;B
valued by the principal “1rs Smith values successful, effortful, achievement. She §
seemingly equates effortful behavior with high classroom achievement, classroon: ¥
tasks are believed appropriately targeted in difficulty level and sequenced by subskill:
so that students will perform successfully if they try. With effortful cognition, students “:§
will learn “‘Learning’* means successful achievement. Thus, student effort 1s defined” [
by successful achievement. p

In this classroom. like Nora's home, effort is always expected. An importunt ;8
difference, however, is the linking of effort to outcome. At home, effort per se, 3
independent of utcome, is required. In the classroom, effort is defined in large part
by the outcome Thus, at home one can evaluate one’s effort by the value and intention: -3
that underlie the process, in this classroom, for this teacher, the outcome of effort
must be kncwn to determine its value. And the value of effort espoused by mather
and teacher is at cross purpuses to the value vn ability conveyed by the pnncipal and,
as we will see, constructed by the students. ‘ )

Peer Socialllnstructional Environment

These are sixth graders Teachers obsarve and interact with groups of students at -
the same age levels and, as a result, have a broader cunception of age-related behavior,
motivation, and cognition than do most parents. Hence, what Mrs. Smuth understands
as developmental, **stage related,” patterns in peer relanonships and judgment style
typical for sixth grade students, Nora's mother attributes to Nora's (negative) personal-
ity traits that mother ‘‘wants changed."” Both women are aware of the pee: and
friendship pressures students this age are experiencing.

Neither Nora’s mother nor her teacher appear aware of the premum sixth-grade
students place on ability, however. And ur these sixth-grade students, ability is
defined by rate As Stipek (1984) and others have discussed (Ames, 1988, *wihols, '3
1984), by sixth grade students are well ensconced in a compensatory purception of [
ability and effort such thai more expended effort indicates less expendable ability.

f‘fon .akes ime Amount of time spent on task is a public index of effort readily
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| notions Jf literacy held by home, “‘everydayness,’ and school (an ! even here poten-
j. tially defined differently by pnincipal, teacher, and peers) is a useful tool for under-
8 standing motivated literacy.

f- cntical comment. 1 suspect that this 1s not an unusual scenario for teachers who are
. trying to teach anguage arts as sumething other than, or in addition to, grammar and
.. spelling ruics, and who have children write their own stories for reading material
" Certanly these differing con. ptions of what it means to be literate between home

Vygotsky (1978) ihe belief that 1t is not possible to have a direct influence on and
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g‘;-availahle to students as well as classroom researchers Only sixth graders are not apt
{ :to equate *‘time on task’* with motivation or opportunity to leamn, rather, they are
: .more likely to infer level of ability. :
% Nora and her classn.ctes readily discuss how fast they can do their work relative ”
% to others, how people feel when they are slower than others, and, importantly, how v
‘to compete on rate without being too obnoxious s0 as not to jeopardize friendships. &
._‘Hence, the fourth effort/ability message in Nora's social/instructional worlds emerges: J
effort is inversely related to ability; one’s personal worth is defined in large part by
: one's ability; the student who visibly and continually tries has limited ability.
¢ The r=sultant cliques organized around status in the *‘gifted’* programs and other 4
* school-level perks are not surprising. Albeit by a differing route, the students arrive 4
; atahierarchy symilar to their principal’s. Mrs. Smith’s, and especially Nora's mothet’s
" -definitions of motivation, based as they a: in effort, the controllable aspects of i

; leamning, define the “‘also rans.” We see, then, another constellation of influences on
" the develcpment, enhancement, and enactment of inner speech.

B: made to do it over until 1t1s *‘nght.”" Nora's teacher’s credibility is likely on the line, i
certainly by Nora's mother, and now perhaps by Nora as well. Both Nora and her )
~ muther are getting messages from the popular culture that the form and physical

MOTIVATED LITERACY AND WHOLE LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION

Within a general Vygotskian perspective, Nora's motivation to learn is interpret-
able within the framework of emergent interaction, the integration of the social/instruc
tional environments of her expenence — her interpsychological cultural world —with
her natural developmental processes. Nora's conceptions of literacy are also interpret-
able within this framework. The emergent interaction of her developing capacity to .
“know,’" her changing understanding cf literate behavior —of what it means to know, B
and her negotiation of the multiple, and as we have noted, potentially contradictory ;

Nora's mother may well look poorly on an assigned essay that comes home with
errors in punctuation and spelling, yet boasts a *‘good thirking'"" message from the
teacher. Nora 1s apt to get a ‘‘mom talk,” as she calls her mother’s sermons, and

attractiveness of the messages are what is important— not its accuracy or level of

and school have some role in Nora's emergent, motivated, literacy.

What these examples allude to, of course, are the curricular changes in language
arts instruction that are associated under a pretty broad umbrella termed ‘‘whole
language.”” As I understand the whole language perspective, advocates share with

~=~{4" ~ change i anoher and look instead to educative . pportunities that are socially
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situated Indeed, whole-language advocates are sympathetic with T. S. Eliot’s lament.
that “‘we had the experience but missed the meaning’® (Eliot, 1943). Hence, they- -
rejeci any involvement in *‘direct instruction’’ or the presentation of teachers and texts ‘f
as authoritarian transmitters of knowledge to the awaiting, if passive, learner, '

This portrayal of *‘educator’’ is not likely the one envisioned by Nora’s mother, {
or anyone else’s, for that matter. In their zeal to reject reading instruction that at<
tends to direct instruction in everything but comprehension monitoring, some whole- g?'
language advocates seem to have equated lack of instruction in comprehension with .
the fusility of instruction in vomprehension. I doubt that this is seen as educative by ° f“
the popular culture criteria or in many homes. Indeed, the failure to instrust does not
ir.corm the efficacy of the instruction if it were to occur.

The Vygotskian portrayal of the active, constructive, and reconstructive learner
who does not profit fium wansinitted information in simple, direct ways, has the:
potential to empower the whole language perspective, not merely envelop it (McCas-
lin, 1989) A Vygotskian perspective of emergent interaction, self-directive inner.
speech, and adaptive learning does much to frame research questions on motivated
literacy that inform practice and enhance theory development—and thereby enables
self-criticism and the accumulation and interpretation of evidence.
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MOTIVATED LITERACY AS SOCIALLY-SITUATED LEARMSY

In closing, the construct of motivated literacy is a socially situated onr.. It is in
dynamic flux Motivated literacy exists in the emergent interaction of the 1nerpersonal
culture that, as we have seen, consists of multiple, potentially competing, social/ .-
instructional environments, with the intrupersonal, natural developmental processes of
the individual What is motivateu literacy in .989, by definition, will not be so defined -
in 1999 Our task as educators, as [ sec it, is to provide leamers the opportunities
and the supportive social instructional environments within which to become  daptive 5
learners who transform even as they are transformed by motivated hteracy.
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THE EFFECT OF READER STANCE ON STUDENTS’
PERS" AL UNDERSTANDING OF LITERATURE
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Joyce E. Many
H Texas A & M University

In her transactional theory of reader response, Rsenbiatt (1978, 1985) descrives
; the text as serving as a pattern for the reader, guiding the reader as he or she creates
.-a personal version of the literary work. This uniquely individual literary experience
that each reader creates and the factors which influence that personal meaning making
are important to researchers examining students’ response to literature.
Readex-response theory’s emphasis on the role of the reader has resuited in a
valuing >f individual interpretations. Literature is seen as events to be lived through,
--offering opportunities for self-knowledge and for understanding others (Cooper,
; 1985). Consequently, new ways of describing the varying interpretations reached by
. different readers have evolved which acknowledge the validity of personal anderstand-
* ing (Cox & Many, 1989; Lehr, 1988).
: One factor which has been hypothesized to affect a reader’s understanding of a
- work 1s the reader’s stance, or focus of attention (Rosenblatt, 1978, 1985) An efferent
" stance mdicates the reader’s attention is focused on the information which is to be
* taken away from the reading and can resuit in an analysis of or study of the text (Cox
. & Many, 1989). When assuming the aesthetic stance, on the other hand, the reader’s
- focus 1s upon the lived-through literary ¢xperience and the thoughts, feelings, images,
and associations which are evoked.
Although Rosenbiatt and other reader response theorists, researchers, and teachers
. have focused on the aesthetic stance and personal understandings of literature as a
point of discussion or as an underlying assumption in their works (Corcoran, 1987,
- Evans, 1987, Probst, 1988, Rosenbiatt, 1938, 1978, 1985, 1986), little research has
. been conducted examining Rocenblatt’s concept of stance in response to literature or
how stance is related to other factors in students’ responses. Only one study (Cox &
" Many, 1989, has snvestigated the relationship between a reader’s stance and level of
. understanding of literary works. As part of a larger study, Cox and Many examined
. the free responses of 38 above-level fifth-grade students to four novels The purposes
" of therr study were (2 to develop data-driven instruments to describe the stances taken
« in a response and the ie~ el of personal understanding reached, and (b) to examine the
_ possible relaticuship betw..en stan.e, level of understanding, and story preference
Although pnor to Cox and Many's study Rosenblatt's use of stance had primarily
been used to refer o the focus of attention during the actual teading event, the resuits
indlcated stance plays a role in affecting expressed responses as well A significant
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positive relationship was found between the mean stance for all four novels and tﬁd
mean level of understanding reached, (r=.36, p<.0001).

The purpose of this study was to further explore the variations in stances taken“
in expressed responses by investigating an older population. Altheugh junior hxgh
students’ responses to literature have been previously investigatew . terms of the ;
objective or subjective formulation of the response (Applebee, 1978), the relauonshlp,f»
between reader expectation, comprehension, evaluation, and preference (Cullman,
Harwood, & Galda, 1983), and the elements of the response (Golden, 1979, Purves, 3
1973, 1981, Rogers, 1988), no research has examined the stances taken in junior hxgh
school students’ resnonses or the relationship of aesthetic and efferent stances to
personal vnderstanding of a literary work. 5

Furthermore, Cox and Many"s study examined only the relationship between the
mean stance and mean level of understanding for all four novels read, leaving unan-. .8
swered the question of whether the relationship between stance and level of under--. §
standing is influenced by text Although much research has documented the effect of
text on students’ response to literature (Purves, 1973, 1981), recent research inCicates. .
response strategies can be consistent across texts (Beach, 1987). Therefore, this study. K.
examined the relationship of stance to level of understanding for three indrvidual short .3
stories to provide information as to whether that relationship is text specific. i

Specifically, the purposes of this study were (a) to describe the stances taken in ‘g
eighth-grade subjects’ responses to literature, (b) to analyze he relationship be.ween
the reader’s stance in a response and the level of understanding reached in the re- .}
spense, and (2 te analyze whether the relationship between reader stance and level
of understanding is consistent across individual texts.

M

METHOD

Subjects

Subjects for the study were £° cighth-grade students (26 males and 25 females) ,
In two intact classrooms involved in a larger research project (Many, 1989). Two
participating schools were chosen, one serving students frum a low-sociceconomic g
level and the other servirg students frum a muddle .o upper socioeconomic level. One
class was randomly selected from the available eighth-grade Engiish classes at each
school.

Materials

Three reahisic short stories were chosen through a piiot study which ased six .|
possibie selections Research indicates realistic stones are preferred reading in the
upper elementary and muddle school grades (Golden, 1979, Purves & Beach, 1972)
and storte, needed to be short enough to allow students to complete the reading in
nne sitting Therefore . criter.. for the six initial story sclections was based on probable
iterest, sppropriate readability, and story length. Using an adapted version of Swourd’s
(1985) **Criteria for Evaluating Picture Stor, Books,™ a panel of 1eading experts rated .
all six stories as above average on elements of plot umification, plot believability,
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imaginative plot, main character portrayal, believability of main character, use of
vivid imagery, and establishment of mood.

The stories used in this study were those selected for the larger rescarch project
based on overall preference by all students participating in the pilot study The ratings
of the three selected stories (1—high, S—Ilow) by the cightn-grade students in the
pilot were **The Dollar’s Worth™ (Werner, 1979)—2.5, *‘The Secret of the Aztec
Idol’* (Bonham, 1976)—3.1 (hereafter referred to as **The Aztec Idol’"), *“The Run-
away’’ (Holman, 1976)—3.3.

Procedure

Pilot study. Two classes at the cighth-grade level from a university lab school
participated in the pilot. The st dents were drawn from the same population as the
subjects 1n the actual study itself. Students were asked to read and respond in writing
to one of the six storics and then to rate the story on a 1-5 scale. Results from the
pilot study were used w determine the stories to be used in the actual study and to
refine data ccllection procedures.

Data collection. For each of the short stories, subjects were asked to read the
selection and then to respond to the prompt, ‘‘Write anything you want about the
story you just read.” Data were collected in three scparate episodes over a 9-week
penod. The order of the stories was randomized from subject to subject to account
for possible influence of story scquence on response.

Data analysis. Data were analyzed to determine the primary stance of the response
as a whole and the level of urderstanding reached. The instruments used to code the
responses are described below.

The reader's stance when responding to the literary work was examined using
Cox and Many's (1989) Instrument for Measuring Reader Stance on an Efferent to
Aesthetic Continuum. This instrument was based on Rosenblatt’s description (1978,
1985, 1986) of the aesthetic and efferent poles of the reader stance continuum and
Corcoran's descniption of the types of mental activities involved in an aesthctic reading
(Corcoran, 1987). Like earlier data-dnven methods of classifying response to literature
(Applebee, 1978, Galda, 1982, Purves & Rippere, 1968), this rating system cmerged
from the data analysis of subject responses. Responses rated on one end of the 5-point
continw m indicate a pnmarily efferent stance, while scores on the opposing end
indicate a more aesthetw stance. Table 1 gives a brief descr.ption of cach level on the
instrument.

The respunses were also class*fied according to the leve; of personal understanding
reached using An Instrument for Rating a Reader’s Level of Personal Understanding
(Cox & Many, 1989). The tnstrument evolved out of Cox and Many's rescarch and
1> based un Applebee’s (1978) levels of meaning and Ricouer’s (1976) interpretation
theory. The level of understanding rating indizates the Jegree to which the response
is tied to story events and the level of abstract goneralization reached in the response
Table 2 gives a brief description: of each level of personal understanding.

It 1> umportant to note that the mstruments allow for responses demonctrating
fron, »w to high levels of undersianding at both the cfferent and aesthetic poles of
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i, Table 1 S
B Levels of Reader Stance on an Efferent to Aesthetic Continuum x5
5 Pt
K 5 Levels Description i i
1. Most Eiferent Response  Analysis of elemcnts cecording to outside structure (literary b
clemerits, realism, what was icarned) ks
2 2. Priraarilv Efferent Re- Retelling (concentration on relating the swory line, narrating kS
: sponse what the story was about) i
3. Elements of Aesthetic Portions of both efferent analysis and aesthetic experience of ;%;
. and Efferent work (equal ¢mphasis on both, primary focus using a sin- %
gle stance indeterminable) -3
H 4 Primarily Aesthetic Re-  Selection of story events or characters to elaboratc preference, <
sponse Jjudgment, or description (I enjoyed it when . . . , I thought .58
: it was good/funny when . . .) i
B 5 Most Aesthetic Re- Focus on the lived-through experience of the literary work
§ sponse (the world created while reading and th2 emotions or asso-

ciations resulting from the experience).

52y e T e b ¢ 2

the continuum, as shown in the examples below. For instance, the following response

would be scored at the mos: efferent stance and would exemplify the highest level of
understanding.

Stance Rating 1-—~Level of Understanding 4
It is a very unusual show It tells us that we can do anything we want to. 1% also

tells grownups a thing or twe One of the things it told grownups 1s. Before vou step
k. ahead make sure you've seen all the details.

In contrast, the nert example . alsc written from the most efferent stance but it
would be scored at the lowest 'svel of understanding.

It was a pretty good story and I enjoyed it. The characters were designed pretty
well but I didn’t like the way the plot kept skipping time and not telling you what

:
Stance Rating 1—Level of Understanding | . : ‘
was happening. They picked a good setting for a plot like this one. i

At the aesthetic end of the continuum on the stance instrument, responses can
also range in the level of understanding demonstrated. The next example shows 2

Table 2 .
Levels of Understanding ; H
Levels Description : ”
1 Does not go beyond literal meaning of story 4
2 Indicates some interpretation of story events i3
3 Demonstrates understanding of specific story events through analogy to sel or :
world
4 Reaches a generalized belief or understanding about life
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response written from the most aesthetic stance which would be rated at the lowest
level of understanding.

Stance Rating 5—Level of Understanding 1
I really cnjoyed reading the book, it kept me curious throughcut. Afier [ was
finished I kept going back and thinking about the story. I could picture what was

happening.

Finally, as the next «esponse illustrates, aesthetic responses can: also demonstrate
the highest levels of personal understanding.

Stance Rating 5—Level of Understanding 4

I probably woutdn’t have handled it as well as the family in the story did when
she died, if my sister or daughter fell out of a tree and died when she was only eleven.
The story really made you sit back and think about how unfair life car. really be

The coding of all the data was completed by the resezrcher. Independent raters,
trained in the use of each instrument, coded a random sample of 20 percent of the
data to check for reliability. Interrater reliability was established using the Pearson
Product Moment Correlation Coefficient. For the holistic rating of s*ance the reliability
was r=.79, and for tke holistic rating of level of understanding, r=.81.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Reader Stance

Analyses of the stances subjects took in their respunses revealed responses at all
points on the efferent to aesthetic continuum shown in Table 3, 38% of the total
responses were on the _ferent end of the ce..anuum (ratings | and 2), with 9% of
the total responses wntten from the most efferent stance (rating 1). The efferent
response, concentrated for the must part a1 evaluating the literay elements or on the

Table 3

Responses at Each Point on the Stance Continuum

Stories

Stance DW Al RUN Total

1 3 6 4 13
(6%) (13%) (8%) 9%)

2 16 16 11 43
(32%) (34%) (21%) (29%)

3 9 9 9 27
(18%) (19%) (18%) (18%)

4 6 3 16
(12%) . (6%) (11%)

5 16 Y 24 49
(32%) {19%) 47%) (33%)

Note DW = *‘The Dollar’'s Worth'’, Al=""The Aztec Idol"", RUN = *The Runaway "

A ruio provided by enic:
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author’s writing style. As shown in the example below and as contended by Rosenblatt
(1982), many of the analyses of the literary works tended to be shallow responses.

I didn’t likc the story at all. The story was too confusing. The story dida’t tell
anything much about the characters. The story didn’t share the feelings of the charac-
ters. The story was quite boring and I didn’t like it. The story didn’t explain any-
thing—nevar got to the point. When people write about stories they want to know a
little about the characters and the story.

Martha—**The Aztec Idol”

However, not all responses written from an efferent stance were superficial. Some
students searchced the stories in an attempt to detesmine the theme or what the author

was trying to say In the following response to the story, *‘The Runaway,” Victoria
grapples with that very question.

The Runaway was a story that I really didn’t understand. I have my own conclu-
sion about what it meaat b t I don’t th.  the author’s idea is the same as what I
think.

Ithink the author is trying to say (this is my opinion) that home is the best place
tohe And that just because things may not go your way or vour parents are pressuring
you That your home is the best. Just because things lovk good on the outside doesn’t
mean they’re good on the inside.

This girl Marcie, thought her friend was so lucky, and that her mother didn’t
always bug her. But once she went over and found out how it really was she knew
that a family’s true lovc is always best. So in this story it was probably made for
someone who wants to run away. To try and warn them. Because someone else has
always got family problems worse than yours.

This may be what the author had in mind, but it is kind of confusing urless you
really sit down and think about it for a while.

I think someone who is expeniencing problems would enjoy «ad understand better
than I do.

Rosenblatt (1978) has stressed that often readers fluctuate in their reading between
an efferent and 2n aesthetic stance, such was also the case in 18% of the total responses
in which no primary stance (rating 3) could be determined. In many cases, brevity
made classification of a primary stunce difficult, while in others (as found in the
example below) definite efferent and aesthetic elements were m:ngled in the response.

This story was very good. The author (H .ma Wemer) did a very goud job in
giving the characters® personality. Just by reading that story [ hate Mr. Watts too.
The only thing this story was lacking was a good description of this place. 1 pictured
it out in the country where there 1sn’t much traffic and there aren't many stores. But
I'don’t know For all 1 know it could be in New York City. (Except for when it said
Mr Watts went putting along the street at 10 mph.) Other than that, the story was
excellent.

Jim—*‘The Dollar’s Worth"’

In his response, Jim relates an efferent analysis of the character portrayal and '*¢
description of *e setting in the story, ““The Dollar’'s Worth.”* He substantiates nis
evaluative statements by giving us a glimpse of his evocation of the work, the images
and feelings which emerged as he pictured the story experience n his mind. Jim's
fesponse serves as a reminder that the stance in the rcported response may or may not
be consistent with the stance taken during the actual reading event. Jim seems to be
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writing an efferent analysis of the story, based on a very aesthetic rezding of the
lit.rary work.

Of the total responses, 44% fell at the aesthetic end of the continuum (ratings 4
and 5), with 33% exhibitiag the most aesthetic stance (rating 5). Although all of the
most aesthetic responses focused on relating the lived-through experience of the stories
and the emotions, images, ideas, and associaticns which were called to mind during
the reading and reliving of the story event, the responses themselves were as varied

and unique as the individual children who wrote them. The responses below illustrate
some cf the elements which were found in the primarily aesthetic responses: imaging
and picturing, relat:ng associations and feelings evoked, and extending, hyoothesizing,
and retrospecting.

Imaging and picturing. Aesthetic responses often include a description of a visual
image the recder pictured as reading or an account of how the reader imagines it
would feel to be one of the characters. Some subjects ~ ) atify with chiaracters a great
deal, as found in the responses of one subject, Amy. In her responses t .lI three
stories, Amy chose to create her own literary works using the voice of the charactcr
in the stry. The poem below was written in response to ““The Dollar’ Worth,’
story of a young girl who encounters prejudice while working at a gas .ation

The penny-pinching 0ld man in the beat-up old car,
Drives in, for his dollar’s worth of gas.

His is cold, and mean,

And his mouth is set in it's downturned frown

In disgust, I watch as his wrinkled old finger points,
His eyes watching me, every step [ take.

I grew to hate him,

And dread the days he’d come

But I lcamed that he had no-one.

Almost no-one.

And he insulted me, simply in a gesture of time gone by,
and his forgotten past.

He will be back tomorrow,

In i beat-up old car,

Watching me like a hawk,

Pointing, frowning,

Shooting Insults,

And I will give him, his dollars

worth of gas.

Amy's response tllustrates the possibilities for imaginative reading and responding
when students focus on living through the story experience. Her identification with
the story charactes, Tnish, resulted m her assuming Trish’s role and feeling Trish’s
wcelings Other students identified with story characters also, but concentrated more
on situations from their own lives which were similar to those experienced by the
characters.

Relating associations and feelings evoked. **The Runaway"’ tells the story of a
young gl who feels smothered by her parznts’ love and runs away 10 2 friend’s
house, only to find that grass is not always grecner on the other side Forty-scven
pe{cem of the eighth-grade responses to this story were written fror: the most aesthetic
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58 Literacy Theory and Research

stance (as compared to 19% of the responses to ‘‘The Aztec idol'’ and 32% of the
responses to *“The Dollar's Worth'"). The subject matter of this story seemed to
encourage what Cochran-Smith (1984) calls life-to-text connections, in that many of
the subjects related their own problems, or their fantasies about or experiences with
running away, as illustrated in the responses helow.

I would like to be able to have a family who cares about me, and we could never
be split up, and could talk out our family problems, and tha: I could always go
somewhere called home. I feel sorry for Marcie that her and her mother couldn’t
work things out. Some*imes I think about ways I could runaway and how things
would be for me like Marcic.

David

It was kinda of instering. I mean it was also stupid. I would have killed anybody
if they bit me on the leg for no reason. And that chick s going to cry when she runs
away! When I ran I was happy. Pluse going over (o a friends house. NO WAY! Man
ain’t gonna help yo out none. Pluse She den't know what trouble is. 1 been living
away from my house for 3); year. For running, ..cating, doing dn~s, tresspassing,
and '-andalizing. She had no reason to go away from home. It was not realistic in
some ways. Well there you have iv. The End.

Stan

For these students. the story hit close to home ang they were able 1o relate definite
associations which came to mind during reading. For David, the story offered a picture
of a caring family life which he wished he could share. He saw the story as realistic,
although different from his own experience. Stan, while giving evidence of an aes-
thetic experience by his willingness to relate the ideas and feelings whick came to
mind as he read, eventually rejected the 1eality of the stc y world because .t yid not
conform to his own experience.

Hypothesizing, extending, and retrospecting. Some students, responding from
the primarily aesthetic stance, extended the story line by hypothesizing background
inf mation or by continuing the stories to their own end. Others mused over what
they were thinking as they read the story. In the following resporse to **The Dollar’s
Worth,”" Victoria explains a character’s behavior by imagining what previous life
experiences might have resulted in him being the way he was.

This was a good story. It showed two different sides of reople. It showed _ow
the man really felt and how he had to act. Some people don’t underst.nd these twu
sides You don’t really have to know someone, just look at how they act. If someone
acts hyper or shows off, they may not be doing it Just because they want to, but
probably because thcy want someone’s attention.

This man in the story, Mr. Watts, probably wasn't really a mean man, he just
wanted someone to talk to or he was just defending himself so people wouldn't feel
sorry for him Maybe he didn’t want anyone to know he was poor and lived with his
sister pecause he might have felt ashamed.

He also might not really have been prejudice against girls, but maybe something
bad happened, that a girl  to him. He might have even wanted to marry some girl
and tucy wouldn't.

But you can't really be angry with people like that, because if yOu are a person
you should know how people act.

Victoria
Victoria has taken advantage of wha: iser (1980) calls the £aps 1n the text, filiing
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in the unknown histoty of a character to rationalize his behavior In the next response
to *“The Aztec Idol,”” a story about two young boys who are conned by an old
fisherman when they agrec to buy a “‘secret’” from him, Herbert goes beyond extend-
ing the story. Imagining nimself in the boys’ shocs, he reconstructs the personality
and motivations of the old fisherman, remaking the character into one that he hivaself
would have believed in and liked.

If the man was as much as a jerk as the iman in this story .nd if the secrets were
s0 dumb I wouldn't have bought one. That man was so conceited and concerned
about himself that I hated him. You could tell from the beginning by the way he
talked about welfare, it was the way he said it and what he said about it that made
you know he was a jerk. A friendly old guy who enjoyed kids might have had a
different approach for selling a secret. He would have been nicer and 10re interesting.
Like .n old man wito loves to sec kids steal peaches Off his tree oecause he likes
secing the kids so juyful ard right when the kids got just one peach he runs out of
hus house and shouts, **You rotten litde brats! I'll get you for this!”* Even though he
really doesn't mean 1t, he just likes to give the kids a good t me *nd make them feel
important.

Like Amy who responded through poetry, Herbert included a creation of a new
literary work, a vignette, as he constructed meaning from* literary experience As
well as creating original narrative forms, some students responding froun the aesthetic
stance referred to stories they had previously read or viewed.

I think one part of the story goes aiong with the movie with Julie Andrews in
it. | also think Marcie should [take] advantage of her parents **loving care '’ And get
nd of that friend Hilda. I think that for an occupation she ought to g0 into poetry if
she would Just try and except ner parents **Loving Care’" her life would be alot easier

Arthur

Arthur’s reference to a Julie Andrews' movie gives an indication that he has made
an intertextual connection as he r ad, but because he docsn’t elaborute we 2w left
wondenng how or if the connectio. ..fluenced the meaning he made from his evoca-
tion of *“The Runaway. '

Stance and Level of Personal Understanding

To determine the relatiunship between stance and Jzvel of understanding, separate
analyses of vanances (ANO "As) were conducted for each story. For the purpose of
the ANOV As the vanabie stance was treated s an independent variable and converted
to a three-leve] rating. (1) mostly or primarily etferent, (2) elements of both efferent
and aestheuc, and (3) mostly or primarily aesthetic. Separate analyses of variance
revealed stance to significantly affect the Jevel of understanding reached for all three
stones. Table 4 provides a summary of the ANOVA statistics and Table 5 lists the
means and standard errors for each story and the post-hoc analyses For all three
stones, subjects fuvusing on the aesthetic stance were signifizantly more likely to
interpret story events, to apply story events to life, and to draw generaliZations about
the world.

The relationship between stance and leve) of unde-standing proved to be fairly
consistent across texts. For all stones, subjects who focused on the Jived-througli

avmercnce of the story had a significantly higher mean level of understanding than
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Table 4
Summary of ANOVA Results for Each Story
Source df MS F
*“The Dolfar’s Worth” (  $0)
Stance 2 4.418 6.33%*
Error 47 .698
“The Aztec Idol” (n=47)
Stance 2 4.450 3.76*
Error 4 1.184
*“The Runaway™ (n=51)
Stance 2 7.301 3.43%>
Error 48 .866

Note. Differences in n across storics due to subject absentesism.
*p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<,001.

subjects who responded with no single primary stance. The aesthetic responses were
also higher in leve} of understanding than the efferent responses and these differences
were significant for two of the three stori-s. These findings indicate that the relation-
ship between stance and level of understanding is not text specific.

CONCLUSIONS

The results of this study are significant in that they provide intormation as to the
range and complexity of stances found in eighth-graders’ responses and investigate
the relationship between stance and level of understanding using junior high school

Table 5
Means and Standard Errors for Level of Unders:t.inding by Stance for Each Story
Stance Level n M Std. Ermror
‘“The Dollar’s Worth*"
! 19 211, .196
2 9 1.56, 278
2 2.68, 178
““The Aztec Ido}l”’
1 2 1.68, 232
2 9 1.78, 363
3 i6 2.63, 272
*“The Runaway"’
! 15 2.00, 240
2 9 2.11, 310
3 27 311, 179

Means with different subscnpts differ significantly at p~.05.
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subjects. While the results of stuies analyzing written responses are limited since a
subject’s reported response (and the identifiable stance and level of understanding
therein) may not reflect the extent of his or her reading experience, the following
conclusions are suggested.

Although the larges* percentage of the total responses were written from the most
aesthetic stance (337}, in view of the fact that the aesthetic stance is the focus deemed
appropriate for the reading of literature (Rosenblatt, 1985) this scems regretfully low
The aesthetic stance, focusing on the evocation of the literary work, was associated
with imagmative and creative responses where students found the literacy experience
meaningful and relevant. If teachers intend literature to offer unique experiences
through which students can live, find pleasure, and reach understandings about them-
selves and the world, the aesthetic stance needs to be supported and encouraged.

When students are asked to take an efferent approach to literature, for example
in learning about literary elements such as plot, character development, and so forth,
they should examune these elements in light of an original aesthetic experience of the
hterary work. Rosenblatt (1978) has underscored the importance cf the reader involved
1n analyzing literature to . . keep his sense of . . . [his personal evocation] as vividly
and fully 1 mind as possible™ (p. 174). This is substantiated by the shallowness and
analytial distance found 1n many of the responses written from the efferent stance in
this study. In contrast, some of the responses at stance rating 3, which mingled an
efferent analysts of the work with reports of the richness of the lived-through experi-
ence or even the lak of such an experience, were much more sophisticated and
meaningful.

When examuning the relationship between stance and level of personal understand-
ing, responses wntten from the aesthetic stance were associated with significantly
nugher levels of understanding. I terms of the classroom these findings underscore
the importance of fostenng the aesthetiv stance when students respond to literature
When teachers use ping-pong questioning techniques, where students parrot back
respunses tu questions listed 1n the teacher’s manual, students may assume the only
apprupnate fous when reading literature 15 to analyze the sclection and retain impor-
tant information. Although teachers may use such methods in an attempt to extend
literal and inferential comprehension and to develop analytic.l thinking skills, inviting
students to fully relive the hterary experience could lead them to greater heights of
understanding.

That the results were sigmificant across story selections indicates that stance is a
tactor affecting response to hiterature regardless of literary text While individual texts
may vary i their potential for encouraging the aesthetic stance with certain age
groups (for example, the story **The Runaway " elicited a large percentage of aesthetic
responses focusing un the eighth-graders' associations with their life experienres), the
occurrence of higher levels of personal understanding in responses written from the
aesthetic stance was wonsistent across all three realistic short “tories Consequently
regardless of the Lterary works comprising the curriculum, teachers who want to
encourage readers to find persunal meaning in ™ “rature should consider aesthetic
teaching strategies which promote and strengthen st Jents’ indi* "lual evocations
Such strategies would ideally (a) invite opc. -sponses, (b) give students time to
respond, (v) provide opportumty to talk, (d) encourage personal and intertextual con-
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nections, and (¢) recognize and encourage the focus 2: . *encion on the lived-through
experience of the literary evocation.

This research provides empirical support for use of the aesthetic stance, which
has long been encouraged in both theoretical and practical essays. Additional research
is needed not only on the stance taken in children’s responses, but also on the reader’s
stance during the actual reading event, using techniques such as protocol-analysis.
The stance children take in their response to informational texts as opposed to literary
works is another area which needs investigation as well. By understanding how. chil-
dren focus their attention when reading and responding, we. can aid them not only in
the productive reading of all texts, but also in discovery of how to live, through,
relate to, and learn from the limitless supply of worlds found in literature.
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Literacy has long been considered a precondition of active citizenship in America.
A literate populace wc «.d examine and discuss the issues of the day to make informed
decisions concerning their future and that of this democracy. From Thomas Jefferson’s
Bill for the More General Diffus on of Knowledge (1787) to Joseph Mayer Rice’s i

Survey of the Public School System of the United States (1893) to the recent spate of 3
reports on the state of American schools (e.g., A Nation at Risk, 1983), literacy 3

instruction has figured prominently in the curricula for public schools and has been
the object of more study than any other school subject (Weintraub, 1982). Despite
this attention, many argue that typical literacy lessons remain inadequate for preparing
hiterate citizens who are able to meet the rapidly accelerating social, political, and
industrial demands on an individual’s literacy.

Although most agree that some change is necessary, there is much less agreement
concerning what those changes should be and just whose conception of literacy and
instruction should be validated at school. Many educational historians and philoso- B
phers (e.g., Cremin, 1961, Feinberg & Soltis, 1985; Kliebard, 1986; Prakash & Waks, P

v . .
R

“
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1985) agree that four interest groups continue to influence the American curriculum.
T.anslated for hteracy education, these groups include cultural literacy supporters,
whole language proponents, teacher and school effectiveness enthusiasts, and critical
literacy advocates. Each gre . bases its definitions and claims for its position on
afferent sets of epistemological and pedagogical assumptions, and each offers a differ-
ent future for schools and society. Knowledge of these differing assumptions and
histories equips the individual to articulate his or her position more clearly, to see
connections between and among apparently disparate events and statements, and to
contribute more constructively to the debate by mediating between and among groups
(Mitchell & Green, 19 .0). In this paper, I attempt to delineate the positions, histories,
and potential futures of each group to shed light on the debate over literacy education
in American schools and to report on a stud, ¢ ..ading rescarchers’ knowledge ~f
same. i

Cut.aral literacy supporters (e.g., Bennett, Bloom, and Hirsch) share assumptions :
with generalists often called *‘rationalists’* (Prakash & Waks, 1985) or **humanists’
(Kliebard, 1986). Within this position, literacy instruction should be organized accord-
1ng to the idea that schools’ primary purpose is to develop students’ intellect and their
understanding of the best of the past through initiation into the world of high culture
and academic disciplines. It is a conserving, not necessarily a conservative, approach
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66 Literacy Theory and Research

to the literacy curriculun. In its strongest version (e.g., Peters, 1965), this group
begins from the premise that *‘children start off in the position of barbanans vutside
the gates of the citadel of learning [school],”" (. 271) and the job of schooling is to
make them rational human beings through the study of the classic literature of each
discipline to develap students’ ““mind"* in terms of factual knowledge and disciplined
vision (**to think historically, not just know some history," p. 278).

Accordingly, rules of phonics and grammar are to be studied, not only for the
linguistic benefits, but also because they help train students’ analytic skills. Literary
works of art should be studied to improve students’ moral character and to initiate
them into the traditions of Western Civilization. This position was the curriculum in
American elementary and secondary schools until the early 20th ceatury. Early chal-
lenges o its relevance were met with the Report of the Committee of Fifteen on
Elementar; Education (Harris, 1895). During the 1950s, the position (e.g., Bester's
[1953] Educational Wasteland) was used to attack progressive educauun in American
schools, and recently the position has enjoyed much atter..n through the work of
Adler (1984) and Honig (1988).

Whole language proponents (e.g., Goodman, Harste, and Graves) share most
assumptions with **self-actualizationists" (Prakash & Waks, 1985) or **development-
alists”” (Kliebard, 1986) who have at least a 100-year history of challenging the
traditional cultural literacy position. Beginning from a more optimustic view of human
nature popularized by Rousseau (1762) in Emile, the group reverses the cultural liter-
acy basic assumption—society corrupts childhood innocence, moving children away
from their basic goodness —rather than civilizing them as the cultural literacy advo-
cates insist Consequently, literacy curricula should be organized around the child »
natural development and struggle for self-knowledge and authenticity. Both teachers’
and students’ subjectivities become the criteria agains: which the curnculum 15 devel-
oped and the success of the program is judged.

That is, lessons to develop self-expression azd communicative use of language
move language from being an otject of study in elementary schools to becoming a
tool for students’ learning about themselves and what interests them. Started by
G Stanley Hall (1883) and Francis Parker (1883), furthered by William Kilpatrick's
Project Method (1918) and the Bureau for Educational Experiments, and formalized
by prvincial and national departments of education in cther English speaking coun-
trie<. the whole language position enjoys 2 widespread revival from the Jhild centered
days of progressive education.

Teacher and school effectiveness enthusiasts (e.g., Anderson, Pearson, and Beck)
share assumptions with groups generally labeled *‘technical * (Prakash & Waks, 1985)
or “‘social efficiency educators * (Kliebard, 1986). Following E. L. Thorndike's lead,
*his group maintains that the literacy curriculum should be organized through scientific
experimentation concerning which elements of the reading process are most importait,
in what order the elements should be taught, which teaching methods yield the greatest
amounts of learning in the least amount of time, and what materals are nevessary to
coordinate the.c scientifically induced parts of literacy lessons. Based on prir :iples
~f sci*rtific management from industry and research summanzed by Huey (1908) and
Gray (19.9), t:5 position has dominated American education since the fourth report
of the Commitice on the Economy of Tiume in Education (Hom, 1919).
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Regecting cultural literacy supporters’ concern for the tradition and whcle lan-
guage proponents’ interest in the subjective, this group bases its work on positivists’
assumptions about reality and human nature. Of primary concern are the effects of
expenimentation and the standardization of :instruciional practice as expressed in the
concluding statement of Becoming a Nation of Reacers (Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, &
Wilkerson, 1985). **America will become a nation of readers when verified practices
of the best teachers in the best schools zan be introduced throughout the -ountry™
(p. 120).

Cntical Iiteracy advocates (e.g., Berthoff, Shor, and CGiroux) share assumptions
generally with groups suggesung schooling for **social responsibility” (Prakash & .
: Waks, 1985) and *‘social meliorism’’ (Kliebard, 1986). This group promotes school
- and hteracy curricula which would he'p students to ide-..ify, understand, and oppose
; unjust relations and conditions which originate, promote, or maintain inequality among
’ citizens. Relying on L. F. Ward’s (1883) rejection of social Darwinism as 4n unscien-
tfic justification of social oppression and his assumption that sche~ling and literacy
were the only ways to redistribute cultural capital equally among citizens, this group
suggested that literacy and language become social tools with which students corie .
to understand themselves—their history and culture, to dcfine *heir relationship with
the larger social, pout:cal, and economic structure, and to act on their new knowledge ’
to work toward social justice. Championed early by the members of the Educatior.al
Frontier, they reject the gu.se of poiitical *‘neutrality [0l the other positions] with
respect to the gieat 1 sues, which «gitate society because it is practically tantamount
to Z1ving suppurt to the most powerful for.e. engaged in the contest™ (Count ., 1932,
p- 263).

As with the whole language position, critical literacy advocates propose %e inci-
dent J study of one's language unless that ianguage becomes a social marker for ;
discnminat:on (Elsasser & Ir-ine, 1987). Undes those circumstances then the dis-
course thould be studie! directiy to show its valre and logic. The crid~al literacy
advocates scek a literacy curriculum that will enable students to use literacy as a tool
for understandirg their owi histornies and culture. their connections to the current
social structure, and their abilities to act based on their new knowledge. . k

By examuL..g the histories and basic assumptions cf the four groups regotiating
for control over literacy currivula 1n America, reading researchers can better under-
stand the context in which ieachers and they work. To detennine whether reading
researchers pussess such knowledge, 1 sent a 16-item questionnaire to a random sample
o! reading researchers. The result. were quite surprising. Very few reading researchers
displayed a grasp of ether the histury or the theoretical links within the four positions
on literacy educ...ion.

METHODS :

Subjects

One hu..Jred and twenty reading -esearchers (20% of the total) were randomly ;
~=1~:ted frou. the unectory of the 1988 National Reading Conference Pregram 7s he ‘
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68 Literacy Theory and Research

subjects for this study. Their work had been selected by their peers as meriting presen-
tation at what is generally considered the preeminent reading research conference in
the United States. The work that they preserted during the 1988 conference included
experimental and naturalistic designs, reviews of research literature, and reports of
on-going instructional projects. Each selected researcher studies or is employed at a
university or college in the United States.

Materials

progenitors (e.g., William Torrey Harris, G. Stanley Hall, E. L. Thorndike, and
Lester Frank Ward), noted publications (e.g., Educational Wasteland, **Ti:c Project
Method,”” The Psychology and Pedagogy of Peading, and Dare the Schools Build a
New Social Order), important as<ociations (e.g., Committee of 15 on Elementary
Education, the Bureau of Educanunal Experiments, the Committee on the Economy
of Time in Education, and the Educations! Frontier), and modem advocates (e.g.,
E. D. Hirsch, Jerome Harste, Richard 7. Anderson, and Ira Shor). The examples for
the progenitor, document, and association sections were selectsd based upon the level
of importance assigned them by historians (e.g., Cremin, 1961, ang Kliebard, 1986)
and philosophers (e.g., Prakash & Waks, 1985). I selected the modern advocates
based on the popularity of recent publications. An earlier version of the questionnaire
included Marietta Johnson and Caroline Pratt in the progenitor category and Diane
Ravich and Maxine Greene in the modern advocatss category; however, none of the
10 curriculum professors could identify Johr.on or Pratt, I was told that to include
women in any of the categories would lead to criticism that I used obscure items for
the questionnaire. To . void such criticism, but acknowledging that many women
played important roles in each of the four curriculum histories, I limited my items to
the above names.

Procedures and Data Ar lysis

Questionnaires - »re mailed to 120 recding researchers. Directions speciiied were:
* In 2 brief stateinent please identify each of the following items anc indicate theoreti-
cal connections between and among them, if any exist.”’ Furthermore respondents
were asked not to conduct any research on the items, but to “‘work from memory."”
Conceraing scoring the completed quzstionnairzs, a 1 was assigned if the respondent

§ave any reasonably specific idzntifier (e.8., Animal Intel\igence, connectionisra, or
early experimentalist for Thorndike). Leaving za item blank, providing nccrect re-

groups (from 0 10 16) To score the theoretica! conneciions, a score of 3 was assigned
if all four items in a grcup were connected, 2 if three were connected, 1 if two were

A ruio provided by enic:
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RESULTS

Sixty percent of the subjects (71 reading researchers) responded to the question-
naire. No one completed all 16 iterus, although each item had at least two respondents
who identified it correctly. Total s.ores ranged from 3 to 13 with a mean of 5.3
(SD 1 68). Respondents identified items from the teacher and school effectiveness
expenimentalist position (scores ranged from 2 to 4 with a mean of 3 34) more often
than they identified any of the others: cultural literacy (ranged from 1 to 4 with a
mean of 1.6), whole language (ranged from O to 4 with a mean of 1.3), and critical
literacy (ranged from O to 4 with a mean of 1.3). 1ne modern advocates were the
most often 1dentified and ~ften the only ones identified for a partictlar group. The
most common response pat :m (19 respondents) identified only the modern advocates
and E. L. Thorndike.

Total scores for the conne tions ranged from O to 7 with a mean of 2.4 (SD 1.4).
The most common response pattern (43 respondents) linked Richard Anderson with
E. L. Thomdike as psychologists interested in the scientific study of reading and
Jerome Harste and The Project Method suggesting that Harst: advocates projects
and theme lessons. Only the effectiveness.experimentalist position was connest~d
completely (by twc respondents only). Scores for the effectiveness/experimentalist
position ranged from O to 3 with a mean of 1.7. Based almost toially on the connection
of Harste with The Project Method, the whole language position scores ranged from
0 to 2 with a mean of 1.2. Only a few connections were made in the cultural literacy
position (scores ranged from O to ° . "*h a mean of .4; and only two connections were
made i the cntical literacy position (>cores ranged from O to 1 with a mean of 1)
In shont, few respondents were able to link the present with the past theoretically

DISCUSSION

Although there are many limitations in this brief study (e.g., identification of
items as an mdication of knowledge of history, NRC membership as representative
of the reading research commumty in general, links among historical items as a
measuic of theoretical knowledge), the results of the _tudy suggest that rading re-
searchers do not possess well-developed understandings ¢ the histories .id philoso-
phies which underlie the four susiucns in the current debate concerning liveracy educa-
uon. Reading researchers’ responses lie in stark contrast to those of 10 curriculum
speviabists from universitics surrounding my instiiu..un whese total scores ranged from
10 to 16 with a mean of 12.4 (SD .8) for the historical items and from 7 to 12
with a mean of 8.8 (SD 1.4) for the theoretical links. Reading 1esearchers’ lopsided
performaacc with its emphasis un the effectiveness, experimentalist position suggests
a limited role within the current debate over literacy education, one more along the
lines of Guthrie's (1987) policy dniven research than Mitchell and Green’s (1986)
central role of mediator.

Of course, reading researchers’ preference for the eflectiveness/experimentalist
position 1s understandable since 1t has been the dominant one in public schools and
universtties d nng most of this century. However, not having familiarity with the
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70 Literacy Theory and Research

histories of reading education leaves reading researchers trapped in a present in which
they must reinvent the rationales and philosophies for various counter proposals con-
X cerning what should or should not be happening during reading lessons ard at schools.
: And they are easily fooled. For example, effectiveness/experimentalist reading re-
searchers who supported Bennett's Whar Works (1985) did not recognize that his use
! of science turthered his cultural literacy philosophy rather than their own position (see
Glass, 1987). That is, these researchers supported a document and position that works -4
against their express *d position. As a counterexample, note former Secretary of Edu-
cation Bennett’s Jack of enthusiasm for the effectiveness/experimentalist’s Becoming
2 a Nation of Readers.

3 The lack of historical and theoretica! knowledge of the four alternative positions
impz2des reading researchers’ abilities to recognize similarities among apparently dis-
parate studies, events, and rhetoric. A case in point may be reading researchers’
abstract criticism of cultu: * literacy as an attempt to homogenize American cultu.c
and literacy tastes while t* , perpetuate a type of cultural literacy among the members
of the reading research commurity. Although reading researchers often claim diversity
withir their field of study. their foremost journals publish almusi exclusively rescarch :
from one paradigm of educational science (Shannon, 1989), their state of the art ,
descriptions are based on the same type of recearch (e.g., Becoming u Nation of :
Readers). and even both positions in their great debate argue from that research base
(see, e g Chall and Carbo in manyv issues of the 1989 Phi Delta Kapp. n). There
appears to he an unacknowledged literary canon for Iiteracy education among reading
researchers. one comprised almost entirely upon the effectiveness/ experimentalist po-
sition If the results of this study are representative, this canon may be unacknowl-
edged simply because it is unrecognized by a community with historical amnesia.

If reading researchers seek to play a central zole in the largely political debate
concerning literacy education jn America, they might star: with analyses of the histor-
ies of reading educatior. and the philosophical links betwexn the past and the present
whi L lies outside the dominant position in the rezding researcher cornmunity. To fail
to @0 so may relegate reading researchers to a pract..al irrelevance 1 the eyes of
policymakers, teachers, and the public. -
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THE NRC YEARBOOKS DATABASE

R. Scott Baldwin John E. Readence ,
University of Miami Louisiana State University *;
Jeanne Shay Schumm Jehn P. Konopak
University of Miami Louisiana State University

The 1981 Delegates Assembly of the International Reading Assoriation passed a
resolution recognizing the importance of understanding the history of our profession
and calling for an increase in historical research. Since then there have been a few
summary publications that were designed to chronicle or critique the history of read-
ing research or instruction (e.g., Moore, Readeace, & Rickelman, 1983; Singer &
‘ Kingston, 1984; Swidman & Kaestle, 1987; Venezky, 1984). However, there is still
- much we do not know about our own professional roots.

- One observation about reading, research that has been gleaned from retrospection
is its sporadic nature (Venezky, ,984). A topic will be investigated strenuously and
then usurped by a more timely subject such that over time publications on specific
topics are clustered together. For instance, the changing face of reading research weas
reflected in the pool of manuscripts submitted to the 1986 NRC Yeurbook and illus-
trates this clustering pattern. There were approximately 20 manuscripts on writing and
,. 20 manuscripts involving qualitative analyses. However, thcre was only one mami-
' script each on cloze and vocabulary and none on readability or schema theory. it
appears that many of the **hot’’ topics of a few years ago, as weil as many waditional
subjects of reading research, simply were not in the manuscript pool. Is this topical
bunching a superficial bandwagon effect the result of sampling error, or does it reflect
an evolution of research priorities and demographic charnges in the NRC membership?
We do not know. What we do know is that as a profi:ssion we need more historical
perspective than we currently have. In our experiznce it is not unusual for aspiring
professionals to be largely ignorant of the literature prior to 197C They tend to assume
that current articles with summarized, homogenized reviews of the past are sufficient.
“Why should I read these article. by Arthur Gates? Anything of consequence he had
to say is common knowledge now, so why go wading through all that boring 1920s
: pose ! (unidentified doctoral student). We believe that a knowledge of the past is
¢ fundamental to meeting curreat and future societal needs.
f Given the Yearbook’s provocative and trend-predict. /¢ nature, it occurred to us
that the NRC membership would be well served by a permanent database of the NRC
, Yearbooks. Our objective, therefore, was to make the past of our organization more
- aw.cssible by creating a database designed to answer the following types of questions
) th respect to the National Reading Conference: (a) What major topics have emerged
ERIC
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74 Literacy Theory and Research

in reading resear~li in the past 37 years? (b) What is the publication stability of each
topic ovrr tire, for example, the cloze procedure? (c} How have research ariorities
changed over the decades? (d) When did naturalistic analyses first appear in the NRC
Yearbaoks: Who was the author of the first one? (¢) What manuscripts on the topic
of text structure, for example, have been published in all of the Yearbooks?

METHOD

wi e o Wb B 82 by i e

Materials

: PC-File: Version 5.0 (Button, 1990) was the database management system se-

‘ lected for this project. This software program operates with IBM vompatible personal
computers and is capable of performing complex searches with large databases. The
sources of data were all manuscripts published in all 37 volumes of the NRC Yearbook
(1952-1988) with the exception of 1952 and 1953, which we have been unable to
obtain even through interlibrary loan. Excluded from the database were introductions
to symposia and abstracts putlished in lieu of full articles.

Vo3 AR sae
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Procedure

The basic framework for topic descriptors evolved from an examination of: (a)
the categorization scheme used in the Summary of *  .stigations Relating to Reading
(Weintraub, 1989), and (b) descriptors used to he.,. cditors identify reviewers' areas
of expertise for Reading Research Quarterly and Journal of Reading Behavior. These
topic descriptors were subcategori.ed under the following four major categories:

B o R Rt

I Sociology: The primary focus of the article dealt with cultural influences, censor- :
ship, power of the mass media, political implications of literacy, and other issues :
of power and authority or societal change.

2 Psychology: The primary focus of the arucle was in the traditional educational
psychology mode of theoretical and/or empirical explorations of issues in cognition
and leamning.

? Physiology: The primary focus of the article was on biological, genetic, or other
physical aspects of literacy, (e g., visual impairments, brain mapping, eye move-
ment studies, etc.).

4 Pedagogy" The primary focus of the article was on program descriptions, explana-
tions of classroom procedures, or studies with an actual instructional component.

SR PR AR

Because the Yearbooks contain over 1,300 manuscripts, no one, all inclusive set
of topic descriptors could be agreed upon in advance without forcing manuscripts into

potentially inappropriate categories. We also wan.d to use the authors’ terminology F
of the day (e.g., the use of retarded readers in early literature versus our current use ’
of remedial readers). For these reasons we began with a common set of about 100 i
topics and then adopted new topics as the review process progressed. }

A worksheet was developed which included the following: (a) volume and pages,
(b) space for up to five authors, (c) the category, (d) space for up to three topics, (¢)

ERIC 30
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space for up to three sets of subjects, (f) space for up to three kinds of materials, (g)
space for two kinds of analyses, (h) the date, and (i) the title The worksheet informa-
tion comprised the data.

Training for the analysis of NRC Yearbook manuscripts for the four evaluators
involvea 10 Yearbooks which spanned the years 1954 to 15 38. This was done deliber-
ately to acquaint the evaluators with the terminology used in early Yearbooks as well
as the expected diversity and potential complexity of manuscripts in more recent
volumes. The mean perce .age of agreement between pairs of evaluators was 86%,
and differences in judgments were resolved in conference. Each evaluator was then
randomly assigned to one of the first four Yearbooks. That assignment order w8
mantained as the remaining 36 Yearbooks were then rumerically assigned. Thus,
each evaluator analy~-2d 10 Yearbooks.

The following general rules were used in the evaluation of manuscripts:

1. Categories—only one category could be selected, and one had to be selected.

2. Topics—the author defined the topic, as stated previously; if the author failed to
specify a topic, one from our list was used or, if necessary, created.

3. Subjects—primary school was defined as K-3, middle school as 4-8, and high
school as 9-12; if there were more than three sets of subjects, those that best
characterizzd the study were used; if the article was simply a discu.*ion ur descrip-

. tion, subjets were not listed, but rather, this irformation was placed under topics.

; 4. Materials-~only materials most pertinent ‘o the study were listed; however, this
grouping still proved the most unwieldy because of the idiosyncratic natwe of
experimental materials used.

: 5. Analyses—standard current statistical design, and paradigm terminology were used

in lies of any author terms.

A ERIT AT TS R Moy T
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Fina''y, 1 avoid trivializing the procedure, topic descriptors were as.igned only when

the evalaator believed them to be important in characterizing the manuscript There-

fore, some manuscripts were assignud three topic descriptors while others were as-
. signed two or one.

The initial analysis resulted in a database of 557 unique topic descriptors. Some
of the more unusual iopics included. cohesive harmony analysis, communism, heart
rate, hypnusis. ‘.emel distance theory, racial stercotypes, and syzygy. We also discov-
ered that in », * our efforts to standardize the review process each of the reviewers
demonstrate..  .syncracies which caused artificial lustering of topics in certain vol-
umes. To make the database more consistent, we co..apsed semantically similar cate-
gories and eliminated most of the topic descriptors that were used fewer than three
umes. Each volume was then reassigned to a pair of reviewers who reexamined each
article and agreed upon its classification.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
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The databuse consists of 1369 records, ot+. fur each article The following record,
Harry Singer’s first Yearbook article, is typical:
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Figure 1 Percentage of articles per voiume year reporting analysis of variance proce-
dures and percentage reporting qualitative techniques.
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Record %247
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volume: 14, 41-56
date: 1965
author I:  Singer, H.
category: Psych
topic 1:  ubstrata-factor theory
togic 2:  theoretical models
topic 3: intelligence
analysis I: theoretical
title:  Substrata-factor patterns accompanying development in power of read-
ing, elementary through collzge levei

-
et

i

G

The percentage of articles that fell into the major categories were as follows. 59%
psychology, 33% pedagogy, 6% physiology, and 2% sociology. There were 220
different topical descriptors (e.g., comprehension, gain scor.s, story grammer, col-
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1954 1959 1964 21989 1974 1979 1984 1988

Adult Reading
Ensrgent Literacy/Beginning Reading -w--corcew-w

Figure 2. Percentage of articles per volume year devoted to adult reading and percent-
age devoted to emergent literacy or beginning reading.

1

lege reading) and 31 different analysis descriptors (e.g.. ethnography, histerical,
MANOVA, review of literature).

There are tens of thousands of possible search combinations, and a comprehensive
analysis of the Yearbooks is beyond the scope of this article. However, we can illus-
trate the search capabilities of the database. Figure 1 shows (a) the percentage of
articl »s in each Yearbook using ANOVA or ANCOVA techniques, and (b) the percent-
age using qualitative methods. We chose to use pcrccntages rather than actual numbers
of articles because the number of manuscripts in «. 2 Yearbooks-varies from alow of
14 articles in 1958 to a high of 79 articles in 1970, one of three Jouble volume years.
The first av-or to report analysis of variance technigues in the Yearbook was McDon
ald (19° worentz and. Coker (1978) ‘were the first: authors to report quahtauve
wre 1 clearly indicates that analysis of variance technigues dominsted
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the Yearbooks from the mid 1979s to the mid 1980s and that the decline in reported
ANOVAEs since then corresponds with the emergence of qualitative methods.

Figure 2 contrasts the topic adult reading with the combined topics of emergent .
literacy and beginning reading. Here the cta seem to demonstrate the organization’s :
waning interest in adult reading and its waxing interest in emergent Iiteracy beginning
in the 1970s and continuing through the 1980s.

With PC-File and the current database, users can conduct simple topical searches . ~
such as those illustrated in Figure 2. It is also poss.ble to request bibliographic infor- o
mation based on any combinatiun of variables. For example, the user could ask for a 4
printout of all NRC Yearhook asticles written by a given author on topics X or Z
between years 1959 and 1974 'vhere aiialysis procedures included ANOVA. .

Our purpose in developing this database was to provide the NRC membership :
with a means of making the wisdom of the past more accessible to literacy researchers
and students in the present It is cur intent to continue refining the database and adding
to it with successive Yearbooks. I the meantime the database is available at no cost
to any NRC member who is willing to send a self-addressed, stamped envelope and
a formatted, blank, double sided, avuble density diskette to:

National Reading Conference
11 E. Hubbard, Suite 200
Chicago, IL 60611
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THE CURKICULAR EX?ERIENCES OF AT-RISK FIRST
GRADERS IN FROGRAMS DESIGNED TO FROMOTE SUCCESS

FLOS W e L

Melinda Lindsey

Boise State University

: As defined by Slavin (1989), the term *‘at risk” refers to etudents whose intelli-
j gence is within normal limits but who are failing to achieve the basic skills necessary
for success in school and in life. The practical definition includes low-achieving
students who are eligible for compensatory or special education services. Such stu-
dents may bc served in one of three major types of programs: compensatory or other
- remedisl programs such as Chapter I, special education programs, and general educa-
tion programs.

: Slavir. Madden, and Karweit (1989) have identified several themes ccinmon
among ¢...:tive programs for at-risk students. First, the quality of programs that are
implemented matter more than the setting in which remedial or special zducation
services are provided. Second, pullout programs are often poorly coordinated with the
general education programs. Third, effective classroom and pullout programs for at-
risk students accommodate indiviiual needs while maximizing direct instruction.
Fourth, teaching behaviors associated with outstanding achievenu 1 gains for students
L. pulled out for special instruc:ion tend to be the same as behaviors that are effective
: with all students. These belaviors involve active instruction in which the teacher
transmits the content of lessons, rather than relying ~n worksheets, books, supplemen-
tal materials, and so forth (Crawford, 1989; Larrivee, 1989).

The issue or program coordination merits elaboration. Consistency between gen-
eral education and special program is often referred to as congruence. Walp and
walmsley (1989) identify three types of congruence: procedr.  nstructional, and
philosophical. Instructional incongruence is frequently observed between general edu-
: cation and special programs. Allington and Johnston (1989) report that conflicts arisc
) in several areas. Strategies used to control text difficulty may differ; natural language
may govein one program and orthographic regularity the other The assumed hierarchy
of learni~g may conflict whea comprehension of whole text is emphasized in one
setting, and decoding is emphasized in the other. Instructional strategics may vary, as
when leamer directed instruction dominates one setting and teacher-direct. . dominates
: the other. These Jifferences often stem frem philosophical incongruence, reflecting
differences in heliefs about the uaturc of reading, reading disabili*y, and the roles of
teachers and siudents in inst-uction.

Few studies have criticalty examined specific programs as implemented with at-
nsk, low achieving students. ™e purpose of this paper is to examine the .urricular
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experiences of the low achievers. Of interest is the quality of the programs they
participated in and the congruence bctween their classroom and pullout programs.

METHOD
Subjects

The study was conducted in a lower-middie class community located in the Pacific
Northwest during the spring of 1987. The target classroom was a ﬁrstlseoond gmde:
combination taught hv Mrs. Starr (a pseudonym). This teacher was hxghly regani_ad. .
in her district as un effective teacher and an instructional leader. She was enthisiastic
about the program she implemented and committed to making it work. In addmon,
she was particularly interested in its application with . ~w-r_.aeving children. She
requested that at-risk students be assigned to her classroom and insisted on reducing
the time spent by eligible students in pullout programs.

For this investigation three first graders were nominated as low achievers by Mrs.
Starr. John spent the entire instructional day in Mrs. Starr’s classroom. Ginny was
pulled ott of the classroom 15 minutes daily to receive remedial help ir- réading
comprehension in the Chapter I program. Michael was pulled out of the classroom 25
mibutes daily to receive help in reading comprehension and word identification strate-
gies frum the special education teacher in a resource room setting.

Procedures

The reading programs :mplemented for John, Ginny, and Michael were n.esti-
gated primarily through classmom observation. All observations were made by the
wsearcher, who assumed the role of unobtrusive nonparticipant. Informal conversa-
tions with teachers, summarized in journal entries, provided additional insight into
studeats’ experiences. Children’s written work was also examined. Notations cbout
the nature of the task and the quality of students’ responses were made.

Each of the three low achievers was observed on a different day. During the
day’s observation the researcher observed all instructional events that occurred during
designated reading periods, in both Mrs. Starr’s classroom and pullout programs. A

; protocol was generated on the basis of continuous observation of the actions of the
i student.

Data Analysis

The observation notes were reviewed after the completion of the stady. Fidelity of
program impiementation was described by comparing recommendations from progiam
guides with notations relating to instructional events; thesc comparisons were triaagu-
iated with informal conversations with teachers. Student responses were described by
comparing notations of students’ actions with expected student responses, as outlined
3 in program guides. These comparisons were triangulated with notations relating to
examinaticns of student work. Time notations for teacher-student interactions were
classified as lasting 15 scconds or less, 16 to 30 seconds, 31 seconds to 1 minute, 2
to 3 minutes, and continuous (sustained interactions lasting more than 3 minutes).
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Curricular Experiences

Materials

The Success in Reading and Writing (Success) program. The Success program
was the major basis of instruction in Mrs. Starr’s classroom. Success is an integrated
reading and language arts instruction program decigned for ctudents in kindergarten
through sixth grades. Xey components includs use of students’ own language and
cveryday reading materials, no ability grouping, and daily compositicn and recre-
ational reagding.

The instructional program in first grade (Adams, 1978) consists of five modul&s,
each intended to last 30 minutes. Three are of interest in this investigation: What
fellows is 2 summary of their intended purposes and expected student responses, along
with a description of materials observed in use.

The purpose: of the ‘‘Phonics/Spelling’” module is to teach students the *“strategies
necessary to decode with conrprel.ension any word in the language they wish to read”
(Adams, 1978, p. 21). The teacher begins by announcing a focus for the lesson (e.g.,
“‘words with sk, twe syllables™). Students are expected to individually volunteer
words and sentences containing the focal elements (e.g., ‘‘basket””; ““Tammy weat
skating”’), answer teacher questions about word identification or vocabulary, and
orally read the resulting chart in unison. Students independently copy the chart and/
or write their own sentences containing the focal element. At this time the teacher
circulates and asks individuals to orally read their texts and discusses word identifica-
tion elements. Michael was pulled out of this component for special services; charts
produced during observations of John and Ginny illustrate the typical text produced

by the group:

**Singing is fun,"’ said S. . My uncle is funny.

The movie had a happy ending. K is funay.

Cindi Lauper is a singer. You are running.

B is mending her sock. Peoyle are digging under the dizt.

The movie just ended. **Clowns are running,”” said K

1 am ready. On Suuday I go to my friend’s house and
give his uncle underdogs on the
swing.

The purpose of the ‘‘Recreational Reading’’ module is ‘‘to establish student
reading for enjoyment, as well as for information™ (Adams, 978, p. 47). Students
are expected to select and silently read fiction and nonfiction library-type books,
without interruption or restriction. During a representative observation of Ginny, stu-
dents selected class books, comic books (e.g., ‘‘Yosemite Sam’’), pasal readers,
magazines (e.g., National Geographic), informational books (e.g., Life in Ponds and
Streams), and story books (e.g., Stone Soup). The program also recommends that
teachers schedule approximately six conferences per day with individual students,
cycling through everyone in the class at least once a2 week. The focus of the confer-
ences at the first-grade level is initially on werd identification strategies; later the
conferences are to involve ‘‘sharing’’ of the books that the student and teacher are
each reading.

‘“‘Patterning,”” a module designed to last the first half of the school year, is

ded primanly to emphasize identical letter combination patterns in various posi-
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tions in words. The strategy for obtaining instructional material is the same as-in
“‘Phonics/Spelling,” with the exception that students generate only words, not sen-
tences. At the time of the study, this module had been completed and was replaced
with an altemative reading activity. The time siot is intended by the program author
to be used to extend the recreational reading module another 30 minutes,

Pullout programs. Instructional materials and methods varied from child to child. -.
Ginny was expected to vead words and sentences orally; mark :worksheet answers;.
and answer the teacher’s questions. Four comprehension worksheets (focusing on the "=
skills of identifying rhyming words, locating. details, making-inferenicés,-and visual: .23
discrimination of phrases) from the district’s adopted basal series weré used.:Michael
was expected to orally blend consonant + /a/ with final consonants, sound out phoneti:.
cally regular cve /a/ words, pronounce sight words, and read passiges contaiving . -
words with /d/. Materials included worksheets and passages taken from phonetically -
controlled supplemental programs and teacher-made flashcards. ’

RESULTS

Fidelity of Implementation

Mrs. Starr was faithful in her implementation of the **Pkonics/Spelling"” module.
The two remaining components were substantially altered.

Recreational Reading module. Mrs. Starr modified the module to eliminate rec-
ommended conferences because she believed that children’s silent reading should not
be interrupted by any “‘distraction,”” including interactions with the teacher, The single
academic interaction observed during this module was initiated by the student.

Parnterning module. This component was pot replaced by extending ‘‘Recreational
Reading” another 30 minutes, as recommended. Instead, Mrs. Starr established small,

? homogereous reading groups and placed them in the district adopted basal program . %
for two reasons. First, the district had mandated that the Success teachers administer .

. the basal unit tests as a measure of program effectiveness, and Mrs. Starr felt that
students needed experience with basal instructional tasks to perform successfully on
these tests. Second, she wanted stu.".nts to be familiar with basal instruction in case
students were placed in classrooms using basal approaches rather than Success the

: following year. 5
’ Groups worked under her direction in typical basal procedures. John, forexample, .
¢ worked with one other student; they took turns reading word lists and passages orally <%
5 and answering literal and inferential questions. Because only 30 minutes was available 3
for basal instruction, students did ot participate in teacher-directed groupsonadaily -
i basis. When not in groups, students were expected to read in a basal reader indepen- Y

. dently or to complete worksheet assignments. The only difference from traditional "
basal procedures was that students were free to select any of the basal readers available 4
in the classroom, which included several grade levels from several different programs. >
3 Michael, for example, completed a Weekly Reader written activity and a short vowel A
; ditto, then read out of his own level of the district adopted basal reader. Ginny, who
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jvas pulled out of this activity for 15 minutes, returned from Chapter I, selected
 readers from two differcnt programs, and read them silexitly for the remainder of the
- period.

Student Responses

The three iow performers generally tried to do what was expected of them,
particularly in the basal replacement for *‘Patterning”” and in their pullout programs.
Patiems of deviations from expectations were observed in two major Success modules,

E-  however.
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Phonics/Spelling module. Deviations by the two students who participated in this
module. John and Ginny, could be found in two of the expected behavicrs. Students
were expected to volunteer examples of the focal element, though the level of expecia-
tion was not high. Mrs. Starr encouraged and praised contributions but did not hold
individuals accountable if they chose not to volunteer. Ginny did not atternpt to
contribute; John raised his hand to volunteer a word only once, in a tertative manner,
but he quickly lowered his hand before the teacher noticed that it had been raised.

During the independent seatwork task, Success students had the option of generat-
ing their own sentences rather than copying the chart. The level of expectation for
choosing to generate novel sentences was not high; Mrs. Starr did not respond nega-
tively to students who chose to copy. Neither Ginny nor John was obszrved to generate
novel text.

Recreational Reading module. Students were expected to silently read text. Only
Ginny engaged in actual reading of text; the other two turned pages rapidly and
appeared to look at pictures rather than process text. John and Michael had difficulty
sustaining even this limited interaction with books over the entire period. Both were
frequently engaged in other behaviors such as talking to other children and walking
around the room. In one te.ling incident, John was observed to turn pages while his
head was tumed away from the book.

Teacher-Student Interactions

Success program. During the two Success modules, individual contacts that were
for academic purposes tended to be both infrequent and brief in duration.

John had three interactions. Of these, two involved reading sentences orally dur-
ing *‘Phonics/Spelling™’; one interaction lasted 15 seconds or less, the other lasted 1
minute. The teacher responded by announcing the next task in one instance and
praising him in the other. A final contact, lasting 15 seconds or less, was initiated by
John during “‘Recreational Reading.”” He showed the teacher a word containing a
suffix in his library book; corrective feedback was provided.

Ginny's three interactions occurred during * ‘Phonics/Spelling.”” Each lasted 15
seconds or less and involved reading a sentence cvally. The teacher responded to each
with praise.

Michael was pulled out of *‘Phonics/Spel'ing’* tor special sezvices. Neither he nor

Q - had any academic interactions with the teacher during *‘Recreational Reading."’
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Basal group. John’s experience in the teacher-directed small group activity lasted:
17 minutes and consisted of continuous interactions among the teacher and the;two
students. There were high rates of successful student responding with immediate: :
feedback. :

During the **free reading’” activity of the basal pericd, Ginny sought and recsived: -
teacher assistance in pronouncing a word on two occasions. Each interaction las
15 seconds or less. . .

Michael had three academic interactions with the teacher dunngthe“frectcad;
ing” activity, all initiated by Mrs. Starr, and all with the intent of instructing:rather
than monitoring. In the briefest interaction, lasting 1 minute, the teacher.reviewed:
short i and short e vowel sounds and provided guided practice. The two. loniger. ones:
(2-3 minutes) involved identifying words in his self-chosen basal reader and sequenc-- .
ing events in the story; in these instances the teacher worked simultaneously withs -©

another student who was reading the same book. She provided both input and correc-
tive feedback. ‘ g

Pullout programs. Both Ginny and Michael worked with an adult on an individual.
basis, Ginny for 10 minutes and Michael for 24 minutes, This time was observed to-
involve intensive, continuous interactions between teacher and student, with- high-
levels of student responding paired with teacher feedback or explanation.

DISCUSSION

Quality of the Classroom Curriculum

Portions of the core classroom program are judged to be of poor quality in both - ¥
student responses and teacher-student interactions. It is likely that this negatively
affected the achievement of the at-risk students.

Student responses. The student response that is most problematic in Success is .
generating examples of the focal element. The rationale for studert-generated text is-
that vocabulary derivad from students' own oral language is more :..caningful. How-
ever, it is hard to argue that the resulting text (**My uncle is funny,” etc.) is qualita-
tively superior to current basal reader passages. The sentences are not connected in
meaning; as 1 result, they violats tacit expectations for text structure. Further, the task
of generating examples of the focal element is both contrived and difficult. It is
substantially more difficuit than either decoding the same words generated by another
author or generating a message o the individual’s own choosing, without constraint.

A second student response thit may have negatively affected student achievement
is copying. The common criticism of basal programs is their excessive and inappropri-
ate rel'ance on repetitive, meaningless worksheet tasks. Yet copying requises even less
cognitive effort than completing matching or fill-in-the-blank exercises on workshcets.
Copying neither guarantees that students think about the decoding and encoding ele-
ments of the text, nor entails purposeful, student-initiated communication with others.

A third problematic response is sifent reading. One characteristic of the differen-
3 © ““l instruction typically provided to low performers in basal programs is the emphasis
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on oral reading at the expense of silent reading (Allington, 1983; Hicbert, 1983).

¥ Success appears to avoid this in allocating 30 minutes of daily silent reading. Further,

Mrs. Starr went to considerable lengths to provide a variety of appealing materials,
" including an abundance of excellent children’s literature. Yet two of the three low

- achievers had significant difficulty actuslly- processing text.

One factor contributing to the low text processing is the practice of- allowing
students to choose whatever they wished to read. Although this may posmvely affect.
student artitudes toward reading, it may also result in a poor match betwecn the
demands of the text and the very limited decoding: skills of these begmmng teadcxs
A more important factor was Mrs. Starr’s decision to eliminate mdmdual confefencw
Conferences were he: sole opportunity to systematically guide students b1} decodmg
and comprehending connected text written by mature authoss. Eliminating them re-
duced her access to information that would enable her to judge the match bétween
student and text and to facilitate text processing. This is especially alarmning because
two of the three children received special services because of their probloms in compre-
hension.

*Recreational Reading’’ is an example of individualized instruction, in the sense
that the use of different materials is thought to permit cach student to progress at a
pace suited to his or her abilities and interests. This instructional approach, as actually
implemented, has been criticized because the respoasibility for teaching is shifted
from the teacher to the student, and the responsibility for delivering content is shifted
from the teacher to the instructional mateiials (Good & Brophy, 1987). At-risk stu-
dents, particularly at the first-grade level, may not be able to independently assume
this responcibility.

In sum, gencrating examples of the focal element and copying are qualitatively
poor tasks. They fail to provide direct opportunities to engage in meaningful reading
and writing. Silent reading is not an inherently poor task, but without teacher involve-
ment, actual student responses may result in macginai experiences in literacy devel-
opment.

Teacher-student interactions. A major feature of Success is that teachers are able
to work with students on a one-to-one basis, following whole group instruction. The
purpose is to enat . the teacher to address individual needs through review and instruc-
tion. Interactions are intended to be more on the order of ‘‘mini-conferences’” than
the typical monitoring activities of teachers using basal programs.

Yet, as implemented, teacher-student interactions that were for academic purposes
were infrequent, brief, and entailed only incidental responses to a particular task at
hand. Sustained interactions (2-3 minutes or longer) occurred in Mrs. Starr's class-
room only in the context of the basal replacement, not in Success. The basal interac-
tions contrast with Success both in length and in the teacher’s interaction to demon-
strate and to explain, 2s well as to monitor and provide feedback. It is unlikely that
the individual student .ontacts in Success modules were adequate for systematically
tracking and accommodating the special needs of at-risk students. This suggests that
a key area for continued investigation is the quantity and quality of individual teacher-
student intevactions in all programs.

@ These responses and interactions underscore two related points. First, as we inves-
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tigate beginning reading instruction, we must critically evaluate the nature of student- 5
responses—both expected and, especially, actual. Not 21l that passes under the aame. ;
of a particular approach to instruction is necessarily of value. Second, we must look -
beyond the mere presence of particular types of instructional materials. We must.
examine whether and how teachers assist students in using the materials in appropriate,
meaningful ways.

Incompatibility of Instruction

The experiences of Ginny and Michael in their pullout settings appesr. {0 be:
qualitatively different from their Success classroom experiences. Text difficulty. was
controlled by orthographic features rather than by meaning; instruction was t‘cifichcr—
directed rather than learner-controlled; materials were teacher-selected rather than
student-selected or student-generated; expected student responses differed; student-
teacher interactions were sustained longer.

Two points can be made about this incongruence. First, the core curricula of the
pullout programs were not qualitatively inferior on every point of comparison. For
example, although the instructional materials did not provide the same quality of .-
narrative text that library books might provide, teacher guidance resulted in greater .
depth of processing than occurre* in Success. The highly interactive instruction that o
is characteristic of effective practices for at-risk children seems a more critical factor ¥,
than availability of instructional materials alone. Before pullout programs can be made . -+
to be consistent with classroom programs, it is necessary first to ensure that the
classroom practices are qualitatively justifiable.

Second, the apparent incompatibility in methods and materials for Success low
achievers was not limited to those who participated in pullout programs. Although he
received no specia! services, John’s experience in the classroom basal activity resem-
bled Ginny’s and Michael’s experiences in their pullout programs more than it did his
other experiences in the classroom. Thus any incompatibility between curricula was
experienced within the Success classroom as well as between the Success classroom
and the pullout programs,

The decision to establish a basal reading activity on the surface appears defensible
in terms of the pragmatics of running classrooms, the politics of innovative change,
and the effective instructional practice of overlapping curriculum with test content
(Crawford, 1989). The irony is that Mrs. Starr had adopted Success because she
rejected basal readers philosophically. In retrospect, it seems possible that Mrs. Starr
implemented an activity that was incongruent with the rest of her program because  :
she had not yet achieved a coherent philosophy. ;

If this speculation is verified, it suggests that achieving philosophical congruence g
is an issue for the individual classroom teacher as well as for the several teachers who  .;
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must collaborate in serving children. A philosophy is the possession of the individual
rather than the program she/he implements; it is not necessarily coherent, fixed, or
well-articulated. Attention should be paid to teacher belief systems, for it is the
teacher’s interpretation of the curriculum rather than the curriculam itself that is pre-
sented to students (Brophy, 1982; Schmidt & Buc“mann, 1983). We should inquire 4
into the teacher’s philosophy of reading, or reading disability, and of the roles of w
teachers and students in leaming. i
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 FEACHERS” DEVELOPING, INSIGHTS ABOUT THEUSE/OF
CHILDREN'S.LITERATURE FOR LANGUAGE AND LITERACY
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James V. Hoffman, Nancy L. Roser, Jennifquaﬁle,CmdyFar“&t,and
o Miry Ellen Isaacs. AR

University of Texas at Adstin

Both recent statewide literature initiatives 2ad the pressure for change-ii literacy.
. surricula at local levels have served'to encourage. the-use of children’s; literatire‘in-
%" the teaching of. reading. For the most part, the swecping natre: of feforius' has:been
.~ .dué‘to-a grassroots'movement dmong educators édger 1o ensure that” their-€ac

hat their-téachifig:
t;  .draws upon quality materials.that support children’s desires to read"(Cullinan, :1989)..
;. However, as with'any. innovation withina. proféssion; practitionérs command:widely:
;& . divergent degrees:of knowledge, interest, and commitment-to:the:infovation”s: pre:
v Cepts. Some tay be swept along by the reformy movéement, féeling little: commitment:
o its tenets, as well as uncertainty as to how to implement chas.ge. The piirpose of’
_ this study was to examine such a greup of teachers’ developing undeistanding:of
.teaching literacy while they were incorporating experiences With children’s literature .

.into their classrcom reading programs.

BACKGROUND

Data for this study were collected as part of a larger program effort titled Langiiage:
‘1o Literacy (LtL), a curricular project designed to enhance techers’ skills ‘and Strate-
" . gies for incofporating literature into their reading/language arts prograri (Roser, Hoff-
»:.  man, & Farest, 1990). Throughout the project (plannéd. cooperatively. by school dis-
i trict and university personnel), volunteer teachers worked to make the céntentof their
“ daily storytime more substantive through the use of plannéd-literature units. These
instructional units provided for children’s comparative views of themes; pattems; and
relationships across books (Moss, 1984). In addition,, the restricturing of storytime
provided opportunities for children’s responses to-literature through discussion, .art,
drama, shared writing, and extensions across the curriculum.
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{ Three research perspectives supported the study’s design: The first is drawn from
; QO terpretive or qualitative research tradition in anthropology and, more recently,
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education. In contrast to the positivist/behaviorist approach, the interpretive perspec- -
tive emphasizes the meanings of actions as derived from the actors’ points. of-
view—the meanings participants themselves construct arcund a particular set of events:
(Erickson, 1986). Although the focus for interpretive classroom.studies-may:be on: -

either the teachers or the students, this investigation looked specifically.at teachers’
insights and interprezations of the effects of curricular change.

The second research perspective relates to the concept:of *‘academic- work” ds |
central to understanding classroom teaching and learning. According to..oyle (1983),
the teacher’s role in instruction consists of selecting {or crc'ating)%chdpmjcwodg»g_bu
be introduced int6 the classroom, presvating this work to the-students -along-with. . ‘
information related t. the task structure, sustaining students’ eftuets to.completé this 5

work, and evaluating students’ performance. In this study, the “‘academic work’ of.
storytime was examined as it assumed a more central and critical pesition in the
literacy curriculum.

The third perspective draws from recent research in teacher cognition Gi.c., Clark

& Peterson, 1986). Available evidence suggests that teacher understaniding is a key
factor in curricular change (e.g., Lanier & Little, 1986), as are teacher concerns (Hall;

1976). This study explored the nature of and changes in teachers’ knowledge of -

learners, content, curriculum and pedagogy (Shulman, 1986), as well as documentad.
the evolution of their concems as they incorporated more children’s literature into
their classrooms.

METHOD

Participants

The LtL project involved all kindergarten, first-, and second-grade teachers
(N=178) from six clementary schools in a large Southwestern school district: 85% of
the participating teachers were Hispanic, 96% were female, and all were volunteers,
Over 90% of their students were Hispanic, the majority of whom were classified as
Limited English Proficiency (LEP) and placed in bilingual classrooms. All participat-
ing schools ranked in the lowest quartile of Texas schools on the state-mandated
minimum skills test, and two of the schools ranked in the lowest 5%.

Data Collection and Analysis

Questionnaire data were collected as part of the initia! inservice for the LiL
program The questionnaires gathered descriptions of teachers’ beliefs about literacy
instruction, as well as descriptions of their current prectices. Other items explored
teachers’ Stages of Concem (Hall, 1976) about implementation of the project.

In addition to the data collected during the initial inservice, two other sets of data
were collected. The first related to teachers® success with implementing the project in
their classrooms, as gauged by the Levels of Use (LoU) construct from the Concemns
Based Adoption Model (Hall, 1976).

The second set of data, and the one most relevant to the current report, consisted
of a series of interviews conducted during the course of the project and at its conclu-
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sion. To both, comoborate and claborate the teachers’ pcrccpuons, concemns, and de-
-gree-of- implenients! ion,. members of thc rescarch team: vmted classmoms on a bi-
woekly basis 2nd met- bxmonthly with grade-level teams to discuss effective pmcuws
and respond to concerns.

Two questions gmdcd the collection and analym of:.these: data. (a) How did:
weachers. belisve- madmgllanguage arts instructiont-was’ changmg in. theu' chsnooms?
“(b): Whaz were teachér participants’-insights. into thcxr own. lwmng as; well-as thexr
.studcnts learning. as a result of using literature units in- storytime 7/ A dwcnphon of
the collection, acalysis, and interpretation of each data source is presesited in relation
to these questions.

RESULTS

How Did Reading/Language Arts Instruction Change?

Sclf-rcports, direct observations, and artifacts (audiotapes, written records) col-
lected prior to, during, and at the conclusion of the LtL project all suggested significant '
instructional changes. In one analysis to verify change, descriptive phmcs Were ex-
tracted from the pre- and post-questiofinaires so that teachers’ perceptions. of their
typical instruction in reading/langusge asts could be compared. These phrascs were
grouped and categorized under rclevant topxcal headings (see Tabie l) To- show' ’
change, each teacher’s descriptive phrases were coded using the teacher's idontifying
number. By examining Table 1, it is possxblc to track individeal teacher’s changing
perceptions of instruction, as well as to gain an impression of gcncmhzed changcs
across all participants.

Certain activities, appeared to be unaffected by the introduction of -the literature
sharing program (e.g., spelling instruction). Although some activities showed slight
decreases in the number of *‘mentionings®® by teachers (handwriting instruction, basal
reading, reading group instruction), others showed more marked decreases: (c.g.,
phonics instruction, vocabulary, workbooks, readiness skills, and ESL) Increases
were notable in those activities which were aspects of the literature sharmg innovation
(story readinz, book browsing, «nd listening stations). In addion, néw-activities
appeared in the post-questionnaires that had not been a part of teachers’ carlier descrip-
tions of their classrooms. These included writing and drawing in respoase to literature
and engaging in journal writing and writing workshops.

Teacher change was viewed from at least four other vantage points: (a) compari-
son of pre- and post-stated concerne mgarding implementation of the project, (b}
analysis of audiotapes of teachers’ storytme, gathered on a biweekly basis, (c) inspec-
tion of individuai and collective teacher interviews, and (d) observations of program
implementation by a research project associate.

Analysis of teachers’ concesns about using literature at the start of the program
revealed a primary emphasis on task concerns with some related personal concems
;- as well (e.g., How will participation affect my evaluations by the principal?). The
F; predominant task concerns centered on finding. time and classroom space for the
- program. At the end of 18 months, personal concerns had diminished, but task con-
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Tabls § e
Reading Instruction PreandPosrLlengolemn:gdoa' . - L

on.  Pre-Questionnaioe

Spelling

Phonics

Handwriting

Lsnguage Experience
Vocabulary

Basal Reading

'
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5,6, 11,12, 13,

14, ~l9,i 24» 5] 26,

32, 36; 40
1,2,3,7,8,9; 11,
14,15, 16,17, 23,
26,29; 32, 34, 35,
39,41, 42

2, 19, 20, 26, 32,
37

3

2, 5,10, 13, 14,
15, 17, 21, 37
3,4,6,7,0, 17,
19,23

5,6,8,11,13,14, 0
19, 20,21, 32,59,
45

1,2,6,10,21, 29,
34
1,12, 32,41

3,26
5,3, 14

2,4,13,26,29,32 -

ESt

Sclence. F.xp!omﬁou
. Luny.w,gc to° tha-ncy‘

Sty Rmcyng

1,5,8,9,15,37,

i
5, 20, 23, 29, 34
36

3,4,8, 2 8 12
14,16,:19,” 21,22;

’ ‘23,24 25,26 29,

20, 35, 37, 39,/40;
2

1.2, 3.6 8.9 ll. .
20’,23 25’34-36"

39, 42 v
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cerns were still in evidence Again, the primary task concern was one related to time.
Some concems about impact were also represented in these follow-up responses.
Teachers’ concerns about finding time for sharing literature are interesting when
considered along with the data on success of program implementation. From analyses
of a sample of audiotaped storytimes, it was determined that the actual time.spent wnh
literature nearly doubled over the course of the project. Initially, storytime averaged 15
minutes per day. By the end of the project, books were shared and rwponded ‘to-on. -
an average of 29 minutes per day. (For a more detailed discussion of these. data See
Hoffman, Roser, & Farest, 1988.) In addition, interviews with teachers (suucturedf .

around the LoU framework), as well as their self-reports collected at the end, of the .

project, confirmed successful implementation of the critical features of the literature
sharing component by over 95% of the participants. On a scale of 1 to 5, with a 1
indicating no success with implementation and a 5 indicating a high degree of success,
the mean rating for success with *‘setting up a book center’® was 4.58, whereas the
perceived success rating for reading daily from books in the unit was 4.32, indicating
that teachers felt they had successiully implemented the twe program features they
had described as their greatest concerns (space and time).

These self-reports of successful implementation were confirmed on the basis of
first-hand observations of classrooms during the regularly scheduled site visits of the
research team. In addition, classroom visits validated the characterization of teacher
change. For example, in contrast with the findings from initial **walk-throughs” of
all targeted classrooms, in which few tradebooks were in evidence, later visits revealed
the significant collections, displays, and artifacts of a literature-enhanced program.

These multiple sources of data, taken as a whole, suggest that participating teach-
ers were successful in making changes in their instructional programs. Specifically,
they seemed to be successful in restructuring the task of storytime in their classrooms.

What Were Teachers' Insights Into Their Own Learning and The.r Students’ Learning?

As part of a debriefing interview at the end of the LtL project, teachers were
asked to respond in writing to the questions. What do yau feel you learned and what
do you feel your students learned as a result of sharing literature in units? The teachers’
responses were subjected to a content analysis. Each response was analyzed for its
constituent propositions. A total of 93 propositions were identified related to teachs:
learning, and 191 propositions related to student leaming. The average number of
propositions per teacher was 2.8. These propositions were grouped based on similar
foci, using the constant comparison method described by Goetz and LeCompte (1984).
Each grouping was then assigned a topical heading or theme based on the content of
the responses No preexisting categories were used. To establish interrater reliability,
12 graduate students and professors of reading were asked to categorize a random
sample of these propositions into the category structures that emerged from the data.
Reliability was calculated at over 80% for both category structures \teacher-learning
and stude ~*-learning) Topical categories were then rank-ordered from thosc receiving
the most attention to those receiving the least.

Teachers’ insights into their own learning. Five major categories of teacher learn-

i{lg emerged from the teachers’ perceptions of their own growth. \a, Program/Curricu-
Q
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. Strategies.and Techmques Development of new. strate-
forSharing Books gies-and reﬁnn:g skills i in

s Lo

sharmgltetamfe

-Children’s Learning/Chil- Effects of literature on stu-

dren as Learners dents” learning and in-
sights into.childrén as
learners AN
Personal Response to Litera-  Teachets® feelings about “rve always hagl,’ 'degp’
ture Sharing books and the opportunity e for] :,:; ,:
to share them Shﬁﬁk ,z?:f;7

Iar Insights, (b) Familiarity with Children’s Literature, {c). Strategies and* Techmques‘ ‘
for Sharing Books, (d) Awareness of Children’s Learning, and (¢) ] Personal Response o
to Literature. (See Table 2 for definitions and examples of teachers oomn)e,gs‘ 2
Teachers’ insights into the legitimacy of read. aloud time. m the cumculum=(pro—
gram/curricular insights) stand out in their reports, In addmon, teachers",repqr;e&
leaming a great deal about books for children (familiarity with chxldren’s lite ? "
as well as ideas for sharing literature. Their msxghts into chﬂdren § responses and"
capacity for dealing with complex thought (chxldren lcammglchlldren aé AT R
suggested that the feedback they received from their students was posmve and siibstan-
tial. Finally, they reponed enjoyment from workmg in'the program and recognmosr A

that their enjoyment was contagious (p. sonal.response to htcrature shanng)

Teachers’ insights into student learning. Four: major categones of teacher aware-
ness of student leaming emerged from the analysis of the, proposmons (a) Response
to Litérature, (b) Literacy Acquisition, (c) Oral- Language Dcvelopment, and (d).Ap-
-preciation and Enjoyment of Books. (See Table 3 for explanatnons and: sample com-
ments D) -

N C ‘eachers reported such diverse student learmng as improved hstemng skxlls, in-
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in themselves as readers, and a more interactive classroom. . o
At the end of ihe 18-month implementation- period, ,participating teachers

LN TR T N o

‘ videotaped in group interviews. The purpos~ of these .ntemewswastoestablishw
2 record of teachers’ gbservations, narratives, and anecdoial;responises. to. the pmlect‘
o components (including the use of literature units in storytime); Froin the 23 qui}s;tfiéhs,.;
5&,’\‘ . < PRS- P
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posed during these interviews, tesponses to relevant questions.(thoge invitifig:teacher
reflection on their ov *~arning and students’ leamning) were.subjected. o, theisame
content analysis procedures as Were the written responses. The initial caiegory stru i
ture served these observations as well: A random sample o7 thege E1opositions, categos- .

rized by professors of reading education, established interrater igl_iability« at-.90after. .
points of discrepancy were negotiated, In addition. to' the- veriﬁ;}aﬁop,\ofggat\egggiesif

themes of teacher and student learning that emerged from the: videotaped:interviews,
the tapes also provided rich, elaborated accounts of the effects of literature usage: in:
the classroom. Tor example: N

We'r: even buying books for our classrooms. 1 think we're unit-wise now, Befure,

e

we were just walking in and getting anything we could find. And now you think, *“let
me make this unit,” . . . “‘let me make [théft]-u;"ﬁt."’":

-« it’s just really great when you put a néw uiiif out and they walk in the room,
Just to see the excitement on their faces of- “Wow! New books!” And'how they go
to them and look at them. They. just really want to go ana get those books even if;
they haven’t read the stories. yet.:It's really exciting! , :




Tedchers’ Developing Insights

1 think probably the biggest difference that I've noticexi from last year to this year is
the kids picking out pasterns, and looking more fer a wrs and illustrators, and
noticing things that are similar in the books and things that are-different between the
units.

CONCLUSIONS

Sharing literature in ciassrooms and encouraging children’s personal responses’
helped to provide these teachers with insights about their cmldren s.literary under-
standings as well as with insights into their own learning. Specifically, thcse teachexs
_reported they learned about the legitimate place for sharing literature in the cfagstonm,

gained appropriate strategies for shazing that literature with children, and better undsr
stood. the instructional environment (and the “‘tools’’) that promote student-learnir
All of these areas of knowledge---of the lcaruer, of subject matter, of pedagogy zmd
of curriculum—-conform to Shulman’s {1986) proposed categories of te~cher leasning,

At a time in which lifelong teacher education and teacher *‘empowerm~t” are
predominant factors in the professional model, it seems imperative that teachers reflet
on the tasks of classrooms from a variety of vantage points and across time asking
cogent questions about the effects of teacaing practices on student leaming. In tais
study, the teachers’ refrain was repetitive: Children’s language growth and reading
habits are affected by good stories shared in related groapings. Their reflections on
student growth simultaneously revealed their own power as learners. Ultimately, al-
though change was evident, these teachers already possesced far more tacit knowledge
than they themselves had acknowledged. Perhaps, feeling entrapped in prescribed
goals, curriculum, texts, and routines, thev had lost sight of or failed to find time
for) sozne of their own viable teuets. In evidence throughout their written and verbal
responses to the project were their ‘‘new’’ ideas, but more important, evidence that
their old ideas were being resxamined, juggled, and reformulated. In some ways, ;
these teachers seemed to feel freed to test their assumptions, to dv- ff neglected }%
practices, and to try agair that which had always seemed reasonable. Yet, although e
validated in some beliefs, they seemed challenged in others. Whether labeled s 3
learucrs or *‘reflective practitioners,’’ these professionals assumed responsibility for 3
their own learning as they worked to gain a better foothold on shaping their children’s \
literacy education. 5
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Although field experiences are generally considered csscnual for t.cachcr mgpm“ B
tion, critics charge that they often result in lcammg about tcagMg thmugh,t’rial and
error, rather than careful thought and scholarship (e. g.,QGoodlad 1988 Lanier. &, -
Little, 1986). Alvermann-(in, press).observes that the tnal-and—crror or traditional
craft”” conception of teacher education, although pervaswe,elacks empmca! supéort !
She calls for additional stidy of preservice readmg teacher- educatx on, §arp ilarly
context-sensitive examinations of prospective teachers’ developmcnt as veflective prac
titioners. >

Such study should explore prospective teachers’ problems and concerns whlch
given the complexity of the teaching-learning process, are likely to change over tunc
Previous research has described these concemns prior to the-induction year' fmm pg.r-
sonal concerns, such as feelings of adequacy-and acceptance, to conccms telateq to;
children’s needs and the impact of instruction (Blankenship:& Cunnmghém, 1979; -
Buitink & Kemmg, 1986; Caruso, 1977; Fuller, 1969). Inducnon-year teachers. typx-
cally cite problems related to such teaching issues as dxscnplmc .and managemcnt,
school routines, and student motivation (Gray & Gray, 1985; Veenman, 1984)

Recent paradigm shifts in literacy teaching and leaming may cause: addmonnl
problems and concerns for prospective teachers; they may learn thconw and practx
in college that they do not see implemented in the field, Allen, Fmeman, and Ix.hgmn
(1988) found that prospective teachers’ confidence mcrcased when classroom practlces.
were congruent with their own college coursework., It is hkely that the reverse may
also be true—that attempting to implement whole language pnncxples and pracuces
in conventional classrooms may decrease confidence and generate concerns.

Thus, descriptions of whole language prospective teachers’ problems and con-
cerns related to literacy instruction may inforra efforts to support their growth as
teachers. Case studies (e.g., Merriam, 1988; Yin, 1984) of two prospective whole
language teachers were developed to catalog their problems and concems over an
academic year and to uncover aspects of the classroom erivironment that affected their
development as teachers of literacy. Two questions provided a focus: What concerns
do prospective whole language teachers express as they begin to teach rcadmg and
writing? How do they attempt to solve proolems encountered during literacy in-
struction?
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INFORMANTS AND SETTING A

Sheila and Karen were informants for the study. Both were tradi
undergraduate elementary education majors. Edch had demonstrated excellefice in ;
reading and writing methods coursés taight by-one; of the, fescarchers;priorto the .
beginning_ of the ‘study. These coursés focused on-relationships among, pedagogical. .
and: literacy-learning theory and practice and on the teacheras informed:decision. -
maker within the framework of whdle language/lenguage-cxperience principles: Tk,
informants and researchers were well-acquainted, -and - the researchers :had-specific: .
knowledge acout the content and intent of their college coursework in- literscy ;.
learning. - I

During the year of the study, Sheila and Karen completed four 8-week:field
experiences as part of a collaborative teacher education project coordinated joindy by . &
personnel from a large, urban school system and faculty from a nearby university. =
The first two experiences (3 full days per week) involved observing, assisting class-
room teachers, and taking responsibility for some aspects of literacy instruction. Con-
currently, they completed a third reading/writing methods course, which: inchidéd
weekly seminars designed to support their growth as informed decision-makers and
reflective practitioners. The second two field experiences involved full-time student
teaching.

Literacy practices in th= school system where Sheila and Karen taught were in
the beginning stages of transition from conventional, skills-deminated instruction to
more holistic instruction. Curriculum documents and district-mandated recordkeeping
procedures in reading, for example, focused upon a traditional scope and sequence of
reading skills. Inservice programs for teachers, on the other hand, focused on aspects
of whole language learning. The nature of classroom literacy instruction within the
district, coupled with Sheila's and Karen's understanding of whole language principles
and practices, suggested that their development as teachers of literacy might be particu-
larly interesting to study.
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DATA SOURCES AND ANALYSIS

Data for the study were gathered from written journals, interviews at the end of
each semester, and interviews immediately following observed literacy instruction. In
the written journals, kept Juring the first semester of the study, Sheila and Karen
described and evaluated their own performance as literacy instructors, including their
concerns or problems and attempts to or ideas about resolving them. End-of-the-

semester interviews focused on teachers’ evaluation of their own changes and leurning. a
Sheila and Karen were cbserved eight times throughout the year. Field notes from i
cbservations provided a framework for follow-up interviews that focused on instruc- 5“
tionat evaluaticn and interactive decision-making. Al interviews were audiotaped and k
later wanscribed.

The researchers collaborated in locating data pertinent to the study and reducing

the do*a for ~nalysis. The process first involved identifying data from all sources
congruent with the research goals (Guba & Lincoln, 1981). Data sets or case records
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‘. Becoming a Teacher of Literacy

(Patton, 1980) were then created for each field experience for each teacher. These
were. combed for pattemns and regularities (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984; Lincoln &
Guba, 1985). Inductive analysis uncovered categories of. conceras and problemis,
which were then applied to the literacy leamning events which compnsed the: case
records.

Three processes were used to establish the trustworthiness and’ p‘ausxbxlxty of | LR
findings. The researchers completed each stage of data reducnon and analysxs mdcpen- Lo
dently and then collaborated to share insights and resolve dxscrepancm. Tnangu!auon»‘
of the data (Mathison, 1988) revealed that categoties were reflected iii: thc differen crent. |
data sources, although differences in depth ¢€ explanation wére noted (i:e.,’ mtcm WS,
K following observations yielded more detailed evaluations of instruction’ than wnttcn
journal entries). Finally, member checks (Merriam, 1988), conducted periodically
throughout the study, established that emerging findings and interpretations were plau-
=~ sible from informants’ perspectives.
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The inductive analysis of case records yielded eight general categories which are
displayed and defined in Table 1. Most literacy learning events included concerns or
: problems from more than one category, and each teacher’s concerns or problems
”‘ spanned all categories. Both had relatively few concerns as the year began, which
! might be expected, since their field activities involved observing instruction and assist-
'f ing in minor ways. As their instructionai 1esponsibilities increased, so did their con-
! cemns and problems. +%

Differences between the two teachers emerged from this preliminary analysis. o
For example, Sheila articulated problems and concerns related to students more often
than Karen did, Karen seemed more concerned about her own knowledge. Further
analysis of findings revealed interactions among concer:s and several key contextual
differences.
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Becoming a Teacher of Literacy: Sheila

¢ Sheila's first and fourth field placements were in the same fifth-gradz classroom. E
Her second and third placements were in a third grade an¢ a kindergartez Her con-
cemns and problems during all plcerients clustered in four categories. beiiefs and
practice., students, implementation and personal. Closer examination of the situaticns
that prompted these concerns revea.d a relationship among these categories and a
pattern in Sheila’s development as a teacher of literacy.

Sheila’s instructional responsibil.ties in reading and writing during her first two
placements typically involved teaching lcssons from teacher’s manuals, as directed by
her cooperating teacher. Her first experience, for example, *‘consisted of a workbook
page that was to be used in conjunction with a story that they had already read.”’ In
evaluating this lesson, Sheila commented that the students *‘didn’t leamn much. I have
a feeling that those who al~ 'y knew how to use an index were able to answer the
auesnons The ones who . . . dicn’t know low to use an index were not able to learn
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" Table 1

' ‘Qéfg&bﬁg@ qf Concerns and Problems

s

Beliefs and Practices: concerns or problems relaged to (a) potting orie’s. beliefs: info practic

that I like whole lanzuage . . . and fully support it; but P'm unsuie of everything I should snd:
shon* — be doing to be most effective.’* **I thought quitea féw things.that I.wasisked to'do: .-

were dumb.”’ W e e e
Materials. concerns:or problems related to using or selecting materials. Example: “I'said 1. .
know. the days of the week. Of course theydo . . . . R
Planning; concems or problems related to planning literacy instruction, Example:.“I hat 'to
think hard to come up with approaches to help them understand,”

Implementation: concerns or problems that arose as lessons were implemented. Example: “‘one
person said ‘sad’, and then everybody said that too.”

Students: concerns or problems related to the impact of instiuction on children. Examples:
“they weren't getting my point.** *‘I wonder if the students are leaming.*’

Personal: concerns or problems related to the teacher’s attitudes or feelings. Examples: ‘‘a
nervous wreck,"’ *‘scared to death."

Knowledge: concerns or problems related to one's own lack of knowledge. Examples: “‘couldn’t
understard why they didn't just say the two rules and figure it out.” *“You don’t know what
to expect out of that age level of kids.*

Managemeni: concerns or problems related to managing instruction. Example: *‘I didn't like
how they had their days set up . . . . Everything was chunks of time . . . . And that was hard
for me to work with."

from the worksheet . . . . I certainly wouldn't use that STUPID worksheet. ‘We would
use areal index . . . .** Another lesson, again presented to her by the teacker, involved .
poctry: *“It was a big flop. The children were so bored I didn't know what to do with
them. But the teacher had given me th.e material from the teacher’s manuai . . . .”

Sheila’s concems about these lessons centered on instructional procedures, the
impact of instruction on children, and her own frustration and embarrassment. A
description of an experience midway through the second placement showe the interac-
tion among these problems and concems: *‘My teacher asked me to [introduce a story
by foilowing] the manual . . . it assumed these children were dumb as rocks . . . .
But I said I would do it, so I forged ahead . . . . The first thing the manual wanted
the students to do was read the words . . . . They thought I was crazy . ... Thenl
read (a] paragraph . . . . Each time the children heard one of the words they were to
raise their hands. Dumb . . . . Then I was supposed to read the paragraph again and
point to the words (written on the board) each time I said one. Dumber yet! . . . I
think the children should have been insulted . . . . All of this was meaningless to the
children . . . . I was embarrassed to be trying to teach this lesson.’’

Toward the end of both of the first two placements, Sheila decided to alter manual
suggestions somewhat. Her evaluations of these lessons were more positive, but she
still questioned if children were learning: *“They thought it was fun. I don't know if

(~body learned anything or not . . . . The cnes that already knew how to spell the
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words were the ones who volunteered . . . . [if I had the choice] I think I would not
use it at all. But the kids thought it was fun.”

Sheila created her own lessons twice during the first semester of the study. One
“‘teachable moment’’ began when a child shared a story she had written at home. The
other was a poetry lesson that involved brainstorming, drafting, editing, and preparing
final copies for a bulletin board. Her concerns about this lesson, which spanned several
days, were related to unexpected responses from children: *‘In fifth gradé, they hadn’
encountered it [brainstorming] yet . . . they were not used to being handed; somcthmg
i, back to change . . . . They didn’t even know what the term' ‘rough draft’ meant.”
2 She solved each of these problems by asking children what they thought- and by
cxplammn tne concepts. She was satisfied with the results: *“The kids were so ex-
M cited . . . because they wanted todo it . . . . Each child expencnced great success .
They were proud to see their work on thc bulletin board, and each wanted to ncad
their friends® poems and have their friends read theirs.”’

Sheila’s instructional experiences during the student teaching semester reflected

these same three patterns. Early in her third placement, she was asked to *‘teach
i schwa . . . . I ended up doing it, and I floundered and was exasperated. I hated it.”
Eventually, she decided to take more direct action ‘‘So then pretty soon I got bold
; and [ said, ‘Can I take my reading group to the auditorium?’ And we did some role
i playing and we acted out the story . . . and we drew things on the chalkboard, and
we wrote things, and we did some language experience. And that got better as time
went on.”’
! This incident became a turning point for Sheila, she took responsibility for “‘her
: reading group”’ during the rest of that placement. At the beginning of her fourth
placement, ‘I walked in and I said, ‘We’re going to do this and we’re going to do
this.” And everything was [fine].”* Her problems and concerns still centered on beliefs
and practices, but in a different way: she appeared concemed that her practices were
best reflecting her beliefs. For example, she had ccacerns about active involvement
and questioning strategies. In addition, she evidenced concern about helping children
take responsibility for their own learning. ‘‘Ryan came up to mx¢ and asked, ‘Is this
long enough?" And I said, ‘Did you write everything you wanted to say? Do you have
any more ideas you want to put on this paper?’ *’

Overall, Sheila progressed through three general stages as she became a teacher
of literacy. At first, she did what the teachier asked her to do. Since she was required
to use teacher's manuals, many of her concerns related to the conflict between her
emerging beliefs about literacy leaming and the practices she had been asked to
follow. She also expressed dissatisfaction and frustration about the impact of her
instruction on children. She sensed that they were not interested or leaming, but
seemed unable to solve this problem, since she did not feel free to devise her own
lessons. “‘When she tells you, you have to do this. You know that you could do it a
: different or better way, or not at all. You still have to do it.”’

: During the second stage, she still followed the teacher’s instructions for the focus
of lessons, but made her own decisions about implementation. She evaluated these
lessons more positively, but questions persisted about whether children were leaming,
as opposed to practicing things they already knew or simply having fun. The final
stagc when she became *'bold,”* was characterized by independence in all aspects of
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planning and implementing instruction, She took this responsibility rather than waiting
for it to be given to her. Although management concems increased at this point, she.
expressed satisfaction and confidence in her own abitity and in the impact of her.
teaching on students: *‘when I got bold and started saying, ‘This is how I want to do
this,” that was when I started."'

Becoming a Teacher g iteracy: Karen

Throughout the year of the study, Karen taught in a fourth-grade- classroom, a
kindergarten classroom, a sixth-grade classroom, and a second-grade classroom. :She
frequently expressed concerns and problems related to beliefs and practices anid to ber
own knowledge. Again, closer examination of instructional situations sheds some light
on Karen’s development as a teacher of literacy.

Unlike Sheila, Karen began participating in literacy activities almost immediately:
“Since the second day of class, I have been reading to the students daily.”’ During
this same placement, Karen asked to implement joumal writing in the class, because
““I thought that this would be an effective way of putting the theory, ‘The more you
write, the better a writer you become’ into practice.’" The téacher agreed, and Karen
began. She thought that the experience went well; her concerns ‘reflected differences
in her beliefs and those of the cooperating teacher: *My coeperating teacher [insists
that students write] in cursive . . . . I wouldn't want some students to hold back due
te not wanting to write in cursive.'' *“They are so used to beirg structured and spoon-
fed . ... They still ask me questions about spelling and topic selection . . . theie are
usually a lot of questions at the beginning . . . but once they begin writing, they seem
to move on rapidly and enjoy writing."*

During her first placement and most of her second, Karen implemented some of
her own ideas, but only on *‘my time"": **She does not give them the opportunity to
write in their journals every day or encourage them . . . {tc read or write] in their
spare time. I, on the other hand, suggest this quite often. I really push reading a good
book or writing in their jounals whenever they are finished with . . . worksheets.
This power of suggestion is starting to take root.""

If Karen felt strongly about situations, she tended to te'k with her cooperating
teachers about her own views: *‘I was brave enough to suggest this to [cooperating
teacher] and she agreed.'" *‘Sc I took the chance and asked about writing a book
about our class . . . ."" Sometimes Karen simply proceeded according to her own
belief< as when she tutered Sam, who was having difficulty leamning cursive handwrit-
ing: *‘[cooperating teacher] has given me a ‘mile high' pile of worksheets . , . I
realize Sam needs practice, but . . . I think he shou ; practice his writing in some
situation that is meaningful to him . . . I think I will be sneaky and use my own
approach .. .."

Karen's knowledge concems had two sources. Some reflected insecurities ubout
her knowledge; during her sixth-grade placement. she also worried that students might
‘*‘know more than I do."" Most of her knowledge-based concerns, however, were
related to finding the *‘best way'* to put her beliefs into practice: “*I like . . . whole
language . . and fully support it, but am unsure of everything I should and shouldn’t
bexdoing to be most effective . . . I want to do the best job possible."” These concerns
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escalated during her kandergarten placement: “‘I walked in on the students going

‘through the alphabet in this fashion: B-B-B-Ba-Ba-Ba-Banana, C-C-C-Ca-Ca-Ca-Cat,

Necedless to say, I cringed.” Sometime later, Karen and the cooperating teacher ‘‘got
into a big discussion about teaching language arts. She asked me how I wo.xld teach-
it and I said I would use whole language {and] explained the theory behind it

She said that she has becn slowly moving in this direction . . . but that she. docsn t
have enough information.”” The teacher then asked Karen for xnformauon, who, bc-
came concerned about her knowledge: “I'm afraid . .Illdo something v wrong s

I want this to work out so she is convinced of the powcr of whole language . . So
Dlecse give me any advice . . . .

During her student tcachmg semester, Karen was again able to put, b'.f own ideas
about literacy leaming into practice. As a result, she was frequently conc;rped_ about
issues related to beliefs, practices, and implementation. As she planned lessons, for
example, she questioned such ...ues as how to encourage involvement without taking
conaol of the conversation away from children. Later in the semester, she:poted
that her instructional focus differed from the teacher’s: *‘She’ll focus on syllabi..‘ or
something . . . . I'm not focusing on a skill . . . I'm focusing on just reading.”

By the umc she entered her fourth placcmcnt, her confidence increased and shc
readily evaluaed situations and resolved her own concerns: “‘She preached that she.
was whole langeage and I . . . found that she didn't know what whole language
was . . . from my cxpcricna. . . . she was doing things like journal writing . . . and
it wasn’t really writing, it was fill in the blanks. So I . . . decided that I was going
to do journals and let them writ~ what they were going to write.””

Despite diffsrences in their teaching experiences, both Sheila and Karen com-
pleted the year feeling successful. Sheila commented, ‘‘By the end I was so ex-
cited . . . . I just think reading and writing encompass all the other aspects of
leamning . . . and you can teach anything as long as you make it relative to what's
going on.'* Karen's self-evaluation focused on confidence: ““It is hard to know if you
are doing the right thing or not . . . fbut] I felt like . knew what I was doing . . . .
I believed in myself much more . . . toward the end I saw things I didn’t like, but !
tried to . . . implement them in my own way.”

CONCLUSIONS

For Sheila and Karen, the process of becoming teachers of literacy involved
weighing the value and logic of what they had learned about literacy wstruction against
their cooperating teachers” beliefs and practices. Concerns and problems arosc as they
attempted to mediate differences between what they believed or had leamned and what
they observed or had been asked to do. Although they completed the mediation process
and resolved their concemns and problems in different ways, several aspects of class-
room contexts seemed to affect their development as teachers.

The most pervasive contextual factor was the extent to which classroom practices
and the literacy-learning beliefs underlying them correspondcd to the prospective
teachers’ own emerging beliefs. Until she ““‘got bold,”” Sheila typically foilowed the
mnhcrs routine, the message she received was, *‘Do it my way.’” In Karen's case,
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teachers ullowed her to implement her owr. .Jeas, but expressed satisfaction with their
own ways of teaching; the message she received was, “Do what you want, but my
way works well.** Although ur Jorstandable from the cooperating teachers’ points of
view, both these stances created voncerns, since classroom practices conflicted with ~
the prospective teachers’ literacy-learning beliefs.

“he nuture of materials and activities available for literacy instruction was another
contextual factor that affected concems, since these also often conflicted with prospec-
tive tzachers” beliefs. Both expressed concerns about whether and how to use convén-.
tional materials provided for dica. Both also atteninted to use materials in manners:
congruent with their own beliefs but were not satisfied with the results, particularly
in regard to children’s leaming.

Communication between cooperating and prospective teacher was yet ancther
contextual factor that appeared to influence these prospective teachers significantly,
The prospective teachers* perceptions of cooperating teachers® expectations seemed
particularly important. Neither expecting total adherence to the established routine nor
expecting to learn new ways of teaching from the prospective t icher was helpful; in
fact, these expectations caused a majority of the expressed concemns.

This study described the process of becoming a teacher of literacy by examining
how two prospective whole language teashers reacted to conventional instructional
environments Although an exploratory siudy, findings suggest some contextual influ-
ences on prospective teachers® development that warrant further examination. Of
these, the congruence between prospective and cooperating teachers® beliefs and prac-
tices, the types of literacy instructional materials available, and communication be-
tween prospective and ccoperating teachers seemed most critical.

In recent years, we have become increasingly aware of the importance of viewing
literacy instruction from a sociocommunicative perspective. The results of this study
suggest that viewing prospective teacher’s development from this perspective may
reveal key aspects in the process of becoming a teacher of literacy. These, in turn,
may inform efforts to support prospective teachers’ development.
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} Kim McLarty, Jennifer- Goodman, Victoria.! R,iasko, Ckarles K. Kinzer, .
. Nahicy Vye,: Debbi&Rowe, aiﬂee Carson

o Risko, Rowe, & Vye, 1989). In our oveiview, wé deﬁne anchored 1S
rc . provide-a brief description of our research project examining, the effects of;
instniction on student<’ leaming. We then identify mstmcuonal decisions that gmded
oour cumculum development.
] Our curriculim, based on what we have called *‘anchored mstrucuon;" 1s de-
- signed to create a rich.source of information within a shared.leaming, environment
. that generates interest and enables students to :dentify and define problems wlnle they
explore curriculum content from many different perspectivas (Bransford Vye, szer,
& Risko, 1990). We have reported previously results of ° mvmgatxons !
demonstrated the effectiveness of anchored inst “ction for enhanci amdents’
... lary, reading comprehension, writing, and mowledge of socral studm eoneepts
4 (Kinzer, Risko, Vye, & Sherwood, 1988; Risko, Kinzer, Goodman, ‘McLarty,
# Dupree, & Martin, 1989). The design principles discussed here are groundsd in fe-
. search (referenced above, partly supported by OERI grant G008710018) and can be
“  applied by others who wish to implement an anchored instructional approach espe-
cially using a videadisc-based anchor.

vocabu—

OVERVIEW

We have been exploring the value of providing anchored instruction to enhance
student’s development of iiteracy knowledge and general knowledge across the curric-
ulum. As suggested by theorists such as Dewey (1933) and Hanson (1970), we believe
that students’ acquisition and use of knowledge is greatly enhanced when they are
immersed in opportumties to examine phenomena and to experience changs in perceiy-
ing and understanding important concepts. Introducing students to new concepts and
principles within problem solving situations—situations in- wluch teachers gmde stu-
dents to use. information as tools for solving problems—-allows them to experience
the chan,,es in thsir own thinking and an opportunity to elaborate on and evaluate the
+; ‘~formation (Bransford, Vye, Kinzer, & Risko, 1990). Unforwnately, for too
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it is unlikely that these students will experience: how the new-information, cain-guide
their thinking in new, but relevant contexts. For:these students;.acquired-facts; often
remain inert knowledge (Whitehead, 1929) because students fail to.think to use. this
information when it is needed for solving relevant problems. R

Anchored instruction provides rich and cohesive. informational contexts: that:en~ 3
able students (a) to identify and define: problems;.(b) to specify. reasons. for. problem .-
solution; (c) to generate, under minimal teacher guidance, strategies for solving identi-
fied problems; and (d) to observe quickly the result of their attempted:solution:-Stu-
dents are then introduced to additional information that is relevant to, the anchor, and
are able to use their. problem-solving strategies to solve related problemr  The. major
goal of anchored instruction is to snhance learning retention and use of .co cepts by,
letting students experience the changes in their perception and -understanding of the. .
anchor as they examine information from multiple points of view. . 5k

Central to our implementation of anchored instruction is the use of videodiscs to -
create rich provlem-solving environments that serve as shared contexts for exploration- \«:
and discussion. Ideally, anchored instruction (a) involves a problem-oriented approach. <%
to instruction; (b) involves sustained thinking, often in groups, about problems; (¢).
permits students to integrate skills and knowledge that in normal curricula remain; .
disconnected; and (d) does not presuppose extensive background knowledge.

We used the film The Young Sherlock Holmes (Spiclberg, 1985) as our primary .}
ancher for relating content across subject areas. This film is available commercially .
and was purchased in its videodisc version for a cost of approximately $30.00. The: .
content of the film is sufficiently rich to support sustained thinking about problems
and concepts embedded within our curriculum. For example, students were immersed
in the exploration of the film to study plot and subplot information and to identify ..
characteristics of a well-developed story. Students were encouraged to define story
attributes and to monitor their perceptions of how story elements relate to each other
(¢.8., how character motives lead to goal statements) and to their comprehension of o
plot development (e.g., the resolution of goal statement). Students used this informa- R
tion to compare the ‘Young Sherlock’’ story tc other stories, including written myster- .’
ies (including but not limited to other Sherlock Holmes mysteries) and when writing ..’
their own stories.

Second, the anchor was rich with the information that was needed to comprehend
relat-g text and to facilitate class discussions. Often, students have comprehension ‘,"
problems or have limited access to class discussions because their prior knowledge is
insufficient or not accessed appropriately. Video-based anchors extend instruction
beyond the typical lecture, text and workbook approach to delivering information
because they contain much richer and more easily-processed sources of information
than are availat’- in verbal, or even written, description. With videotape, we can
combine dynamic, visual and auditory information (e.g., facial expressions, affective
states, gestures, voice inflections, scenes of towns) with oral language and print. With '3
the introduction of random access videodiscs, however, we have additional ability to
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return almost instantly to ary segment and re-view events, This rapid access to rich
information can have powerful effects on students® leaming and cogaitive development
because it increases opportunities for finding relevant issues that are embedded in the
video (Bransiord, Sherwood, Hasselbring, Kinzer, & Williams, in press)

Third, the content of the film, set in- turn-of‘the-ccntmy chtonan England -per-
mitted students to integrate skills and knowledge that in tradmonal cumcula remain
disconnected. Studerts acquired useful information.-about what it was- hke to:live
during this time in history as they explored the film. Thenr pezceptions ¢ and undcrstand-
ing of the Victorian era were expanded as they studxed the film &nd rclated texts to

identify historical, political, geographical, and technologxcal issues relcvant to thxs: i

time period.

Fourth, using the film as an anchor provided a shared learning contcxt for. medxa~
tion. Students who view video in the absence of a mediator may be entertairied, but
they may miss most of the opportunities for learning that tiie video pmvxdes Tradi-
tional instruction is limited, also, because teachers and students usually do not have
common background experiences to which new learning can be connected. In such
situations, teachers usually tell students answers instead of providing problem-solving
environments in which students acquire methods to frame problems and use informa-
tion independently. Conversely, teachers and students in ous curriculum shared the
anchored experience, and our teachers mediated students’ leamning by arranging in-
structional conditions and providing instructional feedback that helped students to
recreate and examine mutually familiar information so that discussion and learning
was facilitated. Our teachers provided organizers, such as character analysis sheets,
which were completed as a group and used as a reference for later analyses of content,
such as the comparison of a character’s behavior across several episodes.

We believe there are several important differences between anchored instruction
and traditional curricuia. First, our curriculum goes far beyond the loosely connected
thematic instruction that is provided by many commercially prepared materials. Our
instruction provides explicit information about the anchor and explicit links to the
multiple ideas that are related to the anchor. Second, information in our curriculum
was integrated around specific problems to be solved (e.g., students were er~ouraged
to view entire episodes of the film to identify characters’ motives contributing to
characters’ actions and how the setting information, such as social conditions of that
time period, may allow or inhibit such actions). In contrast, traditional curricula often
introduce different ideas in different contexts. In most basal readers, for example,
students are introduced to different components of story grammars. Each component
is often introduced in a different story rather than in a single story. Similarly in many
attempts to teach social studies infcimation, different components (e.g., geography,
social conditions, history) are taught in the context of different examples. Traditional
curricula are organized so that science, mathematics, reading, writing and so forth all
tend tc be compartmentalized and taught in different contexts rather then integrated
into single contexts. Third, we believe that the use of vidzo provides students who
are vehind their peers in reading development access to information that forms the
basis of class discussions. Further, videos contain much richer information than is
available in some printed media and in computer programs with limited graphics.
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Gestures, affective states, scenes of towns, music, etc. accompany the dialogue,.This
rich source of information allows for the possibility of finding relevant informagion
that is embedded in the video. o

DESCRIPTION OF RESEARCH PROJECT

Our research on anchored instruction was conducted over. a threeyearpenodm e 2
two fifth-grade classrooms. The main goal of our project was to develop-a:vides. .3
based, anchored curricubzm and to assess its effect on students” critical.thinking and; .3
independent use of information. Second, we planned to develop a cuiriculym. that. .
could be.implemented by classroom teachers. - e

During the first 2 years of this project, students participated in cither the experi+
mental, anchored program or the control program. Students in both programs viewed. .© ¢
the film and were introduced to the same basic content (e.g., vocabulary words, story’ %
elements, social studies concepts). The major difference bétween the experimental .-
and control programs involved the use of the video-based anchor. In the experimental: .
program, each lesson was tied to the anchor. In the control program, lessoris followed: %
the more typical format of focusing on target concepts within contexts that were. . ki
unrelated to each other. There *as no long-term anchor for the control program.... ...

Across the 2 years, analyses of data collected from multiple sources (students’
pre- and posttests, field notes and analysis of video- and audiotapes, and student and, ;
teacher interviews) reveal large differences between the experimental and ‘control .
students on several measures. Experimental students, across ability levels, were better 22
able to describe character’s feelings and corresponding motives, and they wrote stoties
that were more causally coherent, generating plots that linked character actions and:
events to goal statements and goal resolution (Risko et al., 1989). Recall of vocabulary
related to story information and spontaneous use of vocabulary in novel contexts were
significantly higher for the experimental groups (Kinzer, Risko, Vye, & Sherwood,
1988; Risko, et al., 1989).
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INSTRUCTIONAL PRINCIPLES FOR CURRICULUM DESIGN

A careful examination of our lesson plans, extensive field notes recorded during
classroom observations, and interview data helped us to identify seven major decisions ;
that guided curriculum development. We believe that these decisions have implications 1
for instruction beyond w.e scope of our project; they are general and need to be -
considered when developiag any anchored curriculum.

The seven key decision points which guided the development and implementation
of our anchored instruction relate to: (a) choosing an appropriate anchor, (b) develop-
ing shared expertise around the anchor, (c) expanding the anchor, (d) using knowledge
5 as tools for problem solving, (e) teaching with the anchor; (f) merging the anchor
: with literacy experiences, and (g) allowing student exploration.
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i .Guiding Principle 1: Choosing an Appropriate Anchor

Choosing an anchor depends largely on the curricular goals that are targeted. That

" is, an anchor is not equally appropriate for all teaching situations. We: began by
&0 . analyzing the fifth-grade curriculurn'to clearly specify, mstmcuonal ‘goals,: Once these
. goals.were established, we examii.ed several possible vxdco anchors that were. identi-
X Aﬁcd as:being appropriate for-the age group, considering such thmgs as Ianguagc,

vidlence, interest, content, and so on.

State. guidelines mandated curricular goals relating to plot, charactcnzatlon, vo-:
cabulary and comprehension development in reading. In social studies cumcular goals
included a unit of American and world history, whereas the science cumculum in--
cluded units on inventions and simple machines. These bééame the core arcas’ of our

-curriculum. We thus searched for an anchor that included a ctrong plot line,- with-
clearly defined character development, definite causal structures that could be related’

to story grammar ciements, and verbal and visual clues pertaining to a clearly definable
period of history.

Some potential video anchors were rejected because they were too general, thus
requiring too much externzl, teacher-imposed structure before curricular goals could
be related to the anchor, or because they were so narrow that setting information could
not be generalized to a historical time period—that is, the sctting might not have
included *‘markers’’ that could be targeted as indicative of a particular historical
period.

Thus, the most important decision in choosing an anchor came before a range of
anchors was evaluated. The critical element was a clearly articulated set of instruc-
tional goals. The choice of anchors depends on the relative match between these goals
and the video anchor.

Guiding Principle 2. Developing Shared Expertise Around the Anchor

The second decision for curriculum developinent relates to facilitating students’
expertise around the anchor. We began with the belief that a well-developed base of
information could provide numerous, rich examples of target concepts that would
enable the teacher and students to make links from the movie to contexts across
curriculum areas. However, after evaluation and observation we realized that one
Jhowing of the film was insufficient to build an awareness of the complexity of
information present in the anchor.

It is not necessary to show the entire film repeatedly to address this issue. After
the film was viewed once, teachers and students together identified meaningful units
within Young Sherlock Holmes. Using the random search and access capabilities of
the videodisc technology, the teacher quickly found and replayed these scenes Class
discussion of each scene centered around the characters and actions within the respec-
tive scene, as well as how the scene related to the rest of the film. Students noted the
frame numbers for the scene under discussion and also brainstormed to find a label,
representing the main idea, for each scene. These labels became mnemonic reference
¢ .nts in later class discussion. Other activities included the preparing of a storyboard
for the film where the important segments were listed. a defining picture was drawn,
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i g_thc class: and scrvcd zas*
rcference “Sourcé for studcnts aniteachcr when wxslnng to find & pa:uculanscgmen :
1. oF rtouscanex j,‘pleorto makeapomt. Lo T e Y
“The' abave. ac;'tx _cs developed expertzseﬁm thé il .as: a‘whole.xand allowed
students to. hiave cléarly <in ‘mind the :general. plot»smlcture and sequence of:
xAddmonally,? students. assumed~mcreasmg msponsxblhm fcmhcmlmmng:
knowledge of- the: anchor increased; -An: obsci'v‘ed ocitoome»of;thls Shift:wi 1
.student-gcnerated dxscussxon, ‘where students. asked important questions, Tﬁé
ing transcnpt from our ﬁeldnotcs dlustrates such dxscussions.

Lmdsey. “Allthedanshxtmtheneck Why?" . ;‘f’

-Andy; 16 closer.to;the brain.” T

Doring:**Why wouldn't theyjni thgm in'the head?' That's clom to’ the brain!" .

Mrs: Goodman‘ SWhY Wouldr's. they’have hit him in the hesd?""

Unidem;ﬁedsucdenr“‘ “could: have killed: him, 2w =0 AR s

Louis; “‘Becanse it mxght be hke. because you nught not feel it as much in thc Beck, ™

David: *‘It may.bé a blood: vein, and you' hit"'em and that: would ‘sénd it into the. .
cxrculauon.Anothcrtlung ifith{tﬁhminthebead andxtlnttlwskull and
lutthebone so nothing wouldhapﬁcn ’

Paulg: “If it had hit hunm ‘the head; it would p:obably béunce off i .

Mrs. Goodman;: **Why would it bounoe Ooff, Paula?”"

Paila: Al the hair.” .

(Da\'qd is mumblmg in the backgmund that it wouldn't bounce off. He docsn't bify

Par}:'s idea.) R

Guwen: *‘I have this body chart, and it has a vein right here [points to neck)-and it SR
the main blood véin that travels up your neck.” ’

Mrs. Goodman: *“What js the name of that vein?" :

Gwen: “It's the main vein that comes up from _your arm.”’

David: {on your hcad] “‘you’ve got hair, then the skin, then the skull. You've got to

e, 80 through just o get to the brain. On the neck there’s no hair, and the-skin
won't stop it.”’

Louis: **You've got clothes.”

Mrs. Goodman: *‘Do you have bones in your aeck?”’

Andy: *“In health we are studying the skeleton.”

(Lindsey gets up and goes over to the chalkboard 10 look at a chart titled-*“All Kinds
of Skeletons.'* Mrs. Goodman suggests that they could ask their health teacher to.
answer their question. Dean says his Mom works at the Health Depattment.
Mrs.Goodman suggests they ask her also.)
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Note that discussion moved from the video anchor to a body chart used for. thelr‘
health class and a student’s explanation of how a dart in a neck: veiri- could: kxll a .
person. Students also were able to answer each others’ questions. .Onge the! tcacher
and students had developed expertise about the anchor, links o other subject areas.
and to their prior experiences became a common occurrénce within the classmom..- \
£ The transition from teacher to student responsibility appears to be a natural outgrowth .
& of developing a shared expertise.
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Guiding Principle 3: Exparding the Anchor

: We began with an anchor that we felt was sufficiently rich to provide a foundatwn;
v (frr our curriculum. However, we found that one anchor, even one that has a wéalth .
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c found that two mam problems cmsted

\ 'Fxrst, some, gaps’in- information. pmvxded by the anchor mquued us:to introduce-
addmonal, mla:cd matcnals We chose agother. movie, Ohver Twist' (Lcan 1948).
» anda book The Wolves of: Willoughby Chase (Aiken, r1963). that. wcm also sct in the
S, ,Vu:tonan Era. Thc introduiction of Oliver Tw:st prov;dcd our students thh mformanon»,
; 10, contrast and extend: ‘information, For cxample, the' hvmg condmons of the Tich, as'
o segn in Sherlock,were contrastcd wnh living condmons of thej poor, as seen m Olzver‘
Addmonal information, used for achieving a more balanccd prese’ fauon, was. sclected:
on .the basis of how well it related .to curriculum goals and: the: pnmary ang:hor‘
: COmpansons and contrasts were explicitly made between new mfonnanon andf.thc

anchor. -

Second, students” interest began to dwindle as they became very famxlxar wnh )

7 the anchor. This problem dlsappeamd when additional content sets were- added. This
i was seen most explicitly in students’ increased understarding of conccpts such as
§"— orphanages and child labor laws. Students in the experimental: group had a much'
+~"_richer understanding of these situations in Oliver Twist as a result of. :cadmg about
«  these aspects in The Wolves of Willoughby Chase, which was introduced to" extend
1 the upper-class concepts presented in Young Sherlock Holmes. When we expanded
k * the anchor by introducing the additional content sets, students’ interest rose as they
*-, used knowledge from the anchor to explore and understand new information.

§

5

; Guiding Principle 4: Using Knowlcdge as Tools for Problem Solving

Our next decision related to building students’ knowledge in ways that allowed
them to use this information to solve problems or to relate information across content
areas. As expected, the anchor provided a meaningful shared context from which
students acquired new information. However, their use of information to identify or
solve other problems didn’t occur spontaneously.

£ eral curricular decisions stood out as being most effective in helping students
retrieve information when it was needed for problem solving. First, students were
given a purpose for learning new information that they could accept as a valuable
reason. For example, exploring the film to identify events !'=ading to goal resolution
helped students to develop a cohesive plot structure when writing their own stories.
Second, students were provided with organizational tools that would help them recall
information when it was needed. For exarple, students were shown how to use a
“. story grammar outline to help them organize and remember plot information. Third,
students were provided with opportunities to use this knowledge in real problem
solving activities. For example, students assuming the role of an American Congres-
sional subcommittee explored multiple texts before reporting on medical advances of
the Victorian era. With mediation and practice, problem solving began to occur more
frequently.

; Teaching info.mation well and in an interesting fashion did not insure that the
© students would ase it in other settings. To help our students leam characteristics of
situations requiring use of information, it was necessary to provide opportunities for
studcnts to find relationships among ideas within and across contexts. For example,
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plots and subplots were studied in their entirety so that students could tracé events-
contributing to character motives and goals and events. leading to;goai- attainment: .
Instead:of asking our students to recall facts about- the: characters ;or;¢vents inthe:.
story; students received problem-oriented instruction regiiiring them t0:¢ommpare;char.
acter motives and plot events across the anchor and written materials,.Suchinstruction
provided a way for students to practice applying, their knowledge and see its.value-
solving problems. We believe that this type of initruttion’increases:students* -ability,
to understand the conditions and constraints of knowlédge 50 that transfet of concepts.
to new contexts is more likely to occur (Anderson, 1983, 1987). S A

Guiding Principle 5: Teaching with the Anchor L

We anticipated that use of video in teaching would come naturally to teachers:
once the film had been shown and discussed in class. Just as good teachers encourage. ©

5,

their students to reread parts of a text to find specific information or, to"correct n;is_ﬁh‘« -5
derstanings, we expected our teachers to revisit specific scenes to ¢nhance; class. -
discussions. Although this occurred to some extent, we found that teachérs, initially,
verbally referred to scenes to remind students of the film content. They did not actually. =
return and re-view specific scenes to illustrate concepts within, the-context-of the. -
class discussion. Our teachers required encouragement.to consciously-prepare platis
incorporating specific references to scenes that would tie to their instructional goals.. . “
They also needed practice with equipment before they would go.to the scene during. -
instruction. We believe it is important to actually revisit scenes because there is-a :
difference between saying ‘‘Remember the library scene? R.cmember-‘hOW»Dudley«;{‘:
acted?”, and actually using the anchor by saying *‘Let’s !0k at the library scene and. ,
notice how Dudley acts.” In the library scene, there is dialoguz between two charac-- - i
ters, Sherlock and Dudley. Sherlock outsmarts a very proud Dudley when he explains ¢
that Dudiey’s ‘‘antique’ watch is a fraud and not an antique at all. When students. -~
view the scene, they can notice Dudley’s tone of voice, the manner in which he holds
his head, and his gestures, all of which can preduce the inference that Dudley is
pompous In a similar manner, students can be asked to review this scene to detect a
character trait of Sherlock (perceptive ) or to determine how Dudiey may feel in this "
exchanjze with Sherlock. Instead of just mentioning the scene, the actual reviewing *
of the scents allowed students to notice more specific information on particular aspects
of the anchor.

As we found with our students receiving anchored instruction, teachers’ acquired
expertise with the anchor enhanced their spontaneous use of information presented on
the film As teachers became experts on the anchor and felt more comfortable using
the equipment, they were more flexible in acce. -g and using scenes that explicated
instructional goals.
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Guiding Principle 6: Merging the Anchor with Literacy Experiences

Since we believe that it is possible to strengthen reading and writing skills through
the use of video-based anchors, we wanted our curriculum to provide cohesive links
between visual and more traditional literacy experiences, both oral and written. Al-
though it is important to link the video anchor with literacy experiences, how they
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axe linked'is a critical issue. Literacy experiences needed to be strongly related to ths

L ‘anchor. Asking studcnts to explore the anchor to identify. conditions contributing-to
. ,charactcrs motives was a precursor to story writing that targcted causes for characters’
“actions -and' goal staternents.

The anchor provided many opportunities to read, write, and use oral. language
A classroom newsletter was written, ainied'at sharing mformauon about the: anchor

;a8 wcll -as information students had. explored ‘because thexr mtzrcst ‘was. pnquod by a
specific aspect of the anchor. Group ‘writing activities,: mcludmg authorg circles, al-

.. lowed students to critique each other’s work and ‘refine writing that could bé pubhshed
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.or-could-appear in the newsletter. Oral reports and-skits based on:scéries M,fmm’

anchor were presented by groups to the class. Library research time, provided:so that
students could pursue interests arising from studying the anchor, facilitated- dcvclop-
ment of research skills.

In short, linking the video anchor with other reading, writing, and oral language
activities allowed students to become more active in their ownleaming. They were
able to expand what they were learning from the anchor into other literacy expsriencer
Students’ stories began to reflect what they were learning about story structure-from
our anchor. Students’ reports on the living conditions of the Victorian era reﬂfesented
an analysis of societal and economic issues of that time in history.. Students developed
expertise, based on library research, on the women’s movement, child labor, crime
and punishment, health and living conditions, and education during the Victczian era.
This was then related to the current status of these issues. Additionally, we began to
see links between the anchor and what our students were choosing to read in their
free time.

Guiding Principle 7: Allowing Student Exploration

In order for students to develop a sense of expertise, opportunities were provided
to allow students to explore the anchor as well as to explore areas of intcrest generated
by the anchor. T> facilitate this exploration, the videodisc was made available to
students—it was not only under teacher control. Students were able to access the
anchor and to find information, using the videodisc, during group project time or
during independent study time. For example, when exploring Victorian architecture
or setting information, students were able to find relevant scenes without asking for
the teacher’s help or permission. This resulted in further avploration througit library
research, with the findings used to check the film’s accuracy.

To effectively use the anchor for independent expluration, however, it was neces-
sary that students had available to them an outline of scenes and frame numbers.
Purposeful exploration required that students know where to look in the anchor to find
relevant information. This was provided by the outline, developed jointly by teacher
and students, listing scenes and frame numbers (see Principle 1).

The other major aspect of exploration was sharing. After students explored topics
of interest either individually or within group projects, time was provided for class
shanng of information. Sharing was accomplished either through the newsle*ter, men-
tioned earlier, or through formal skits and/or oral or written presentations. This re-
su{md in several benefits, including more open-ended but relevant discussion that was
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often initiated and coatrolled by the students. Allowing time to explore the anchor-.- 3
sparked interest in relevant topics that we had not anticipated. o

SUMMARY

In summary, there are seven principles that can be used to guide. the: selection
and construction of anchors and the selection of teaching activities: toraccompany:
em. The principles are interrelated. For example, uatil students develop expertise-
around the ancher (Principle 3), they cannot u.. their knowledge for purposeful explo-. ; 31
ration (Principle 7), or to most effectively link the video anchor to literacy -tasks- 2
(Principle 6). C
However, anchored instruction is not presented s a stand-alone or-g new proce= ]
dure to enhance learning. There is much known about what makes instruction more iy
and less effective. Some of this knowledge includes the importance of background; =3
knowledge (Anderson & Pearson, 1984), the importance of shared knowledge between -2
teacher and student (Chapman, 1978), the benefit of ccoperative leaming (Slavin; -
1983), the importance of motivation (Wigfield & Asher, 1984), the facilitative effect.
of problem generation (Bransford, Franks, Vye, & Sherwood, 1989) and so on.. Unfor:- -3}
tunately, although teachers generally acknowledge the importance of these issues, too - .3
often instruction does not incorporate this knowleuge. Durkin (1984), for example, hes.
found that teachers are aware of the importance of prediscussion to address background
knowledge, yet found only a very small percentage of teachers using this procedure,
evenwhen advocated in a teachers’ guide. Teachers often sta*e that constraints relating .
to time, social, and linguistic factors in the classroom often preclude implementing: ——
what research has shown to be effective. -
Based on what we know about effective teaching, anchored instruction was devel-  _ K
oped to provide opportunities for teachers and students to work cooperatively in shared
experiences The use of anchors encourages students to view anchors from their own N
perspective, to link leaming across subject areas, to find information to explore prob- ¢
lems that they identify, and to experience changes in their comprehension as they are o
introduced to new ideas from the teacher, from the texts, and from their peers. Provid-
ing an anchor is close to what has been advocated in other professions for some time.
For example, it is closely parallel to case-based instruction in law and medicine. -
Case-based instruction, as described by Christensen (1987), Leamned (1987), and .-
Rasinski (1989), is a process-oriented approach that encourages problem formulation
and problem solving within thematically tied units of instruction. Yet the success of
students’ leaming dupends on the richness of data presented in the cases (Gragg, 1940;
Leamed, 1987) and on supporting instruction that encourages students to examine
cases froms multiple points of view. A goal that is common to both anchored instruction
and theme-based case analysis instruction is to provide rich contexts for leaming so
that the content can be studied for different reasons. Such cross-examination enhances
problem-solving and cohesive learning (J. Pichert, personal communication, April 3,
1989).
The principles presented in this paper are intended to be guides for those wishing
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: ‘Reading instruction is organized frequently. around. small, homogcnews g;ggpg v
L. of students. The effectiveness of- this practice b, beet- called dnto question by'a = -3

) fnumbe’ af investigators (Allmgton, 1983 :1984; }.xebcxt 1983).;Allmgmn (1983} has, o

-, suggcsted that. smdcuts in.the low-abxhty greups receive mpovmsbed mstrucnonal
fecdback when compmd to thé students in'the hxgh-ablhty groups. ‘Good an@Mmhanf

. (1984) conclude that homogenéous grouping has few.desirable consequedces for low-
. -ability students. Eldmdge and-Butterfieid (1984) dcmonstrawd that'stidents” showed,

£, o differences in achxcvemmt when mstxucted in hctcrogcncous -groups: fathiér: than o

found no.qualifying studies that dmectly compsmd mstrucuon in small; ablhty groups.
/' within classes with students receiving whole-class instruction ia nonab‘l‘nty grouped N
" ¢lasses. S
. Ina comprcheuswc review of classr -om organization, Barr (1989) suggcswd that
aithough there is differential treatment of students in reading groups,. there-is.not
necessarily a consistently increasing difference in achievement as students ‘Progress 7.
through the grades. Rather, there sceme:to be a constant difference between studant. .
grade level ancl placement in materials after-first grade. 4
An important variable that has been widely neglected in these etudies is the b
discrepancy between students’ placements in materials and their actial reading levels. o
" This placement relies on determining a stadent- ““instructional Jevel:” The.ndtion
. uncerlying instzuctional level is that there is an optuml level of. dxfﬁculty of mawnals
for instruction to be effective. If taere is-aniy validity. to the “‘nstrucuonal lcvcl"
concept, placement could be a critical variable, ‘If matmals are tdo: easy, 1éarning
might be impeded.. If materials are foo difficult, learmng would. | proceed too slowly,
if at.all. (See Shanshan, 1983 for a discussion of the concept of mstmcuonal level 2
Instructional ievel should interact with- abxhty gmupmg thhm classroams wbcn
there is only a-single text used for ¢-stuction. “That is, studcnts -in. nuddlc-abxllty
groups:should have smaller dwcrcpanmcs between their rcadmg !cvcls and. ghie'level.
of dxfﬁcalty of the materials. Students in Jower ablhty groups’s should ﬁnd thc matcnals
relatively tore.difficult than other studznts. Students in the high groups should have
O asy materials relative to their reading | leve]s
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Barr and Dreeben (1983) suggest that instructional pacing may be a dominant.
factor in achievement. Pacing should, of course, be related to the difficulty of the-
materials used for instruction. With faster pacing, materials would effectively become,,
more difficult. There is conflicting opinion on whether the materials used for instric-.
tion should be relatively easy or difficult. However, none of the research studies on:
grouping have systematically exaniined this variable. -

In the present study, the difficulty variable was manipulated by.assuming, fhat.
materials that were too easy would produce less learning-than -materials:that .wére
more difficult. Since there is an ethical problem in asking students 0 spend a year
materials that might not produce leaming, below grade level materials were:déemed..
inappropriate. Consequently it was decided to manipulate this variable by using materi> =
als that were on or above assigned grade level. Although this solution does not allow .
for all possible comparisons, it produces a range of discrepancies across ability groups, .-
since high group students are using materials that are relatively much “‘easier’” than o
the materials that low group students are using. The effects, if present, should show
up as an interaction.

In summary, the following study examined the effects of two variables: small.
abiiity group instruction versus whole-group instruction and difficulty of instructional
materials compared to measured reading ability for students in the third, fourth and .
fifth grades. .

PROCEDURE s

Thirty seven classrooms were solicited on a volunteer basis in a single suburhan
school district The dominant instructional pattern in the district was traditiozally
ability grouping Teachers were assigned to one of two conditions: Traditional groups
or whole-class instruction. Within the whole-class instruction variable, teachers were
either assigned to on-level materials or to above-level materials, the rearling materials
used by the teachers were either the basai readers for the grade level or for one grade
level above.

There were 8 third-grade classes, 12 fourth-grade classes and 17 fifth-grade
classes El~ven classes were traditional instruction, 11 were whole-group on-level
instruction, and 14 classes were whole-group above level. (One fourth-grade class
was allowed to use traditional instruction with above-level materials. These students
are not included in the statistical analyses. Their scores are included in Table 1 as a
matter of interest.) A total of 869 students participated in the study. -4

All students were given an informai reading inventory (Bumms & Roe, 1985)
during the first and second weeks of school. These were administered by paid assis-
tants Students were also given the reading portion of the Jowa Test of Basic Skills
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(ITBS) (1986) which was scored for Fall administration. Students were also given the %
ITBS at the normal Spring administration. All ITBS scores are reported in percentiles. .,
(In addition, students were asked to keep daily logs of reading they did outside 2
of school Teachers werz asked to keep logs of the amount of material they covered
daily. These data are not reported in the following discussion.) j
Because of presentation formats, the amount of time required for primary instruc- . ¥
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tion in the whole-group conditions was less thaz, the full time required in the traditional

? conditions. (Since teachers have to present only one lesson instead of three, there is
a great deal of difference in the instructional *‘overhead™ time.) In arder to attempt i
7 to equate for the amount of time spent in reading and reading-related instruction, a &
literature program was included with the whole-group classes and was also used to &
- supplement the basal reading materials. No formal measures of the effect of this o
- program addition were taken. ’%:
:
RESULTS &
{ Each student was assigned a reading level for word recognitivn and one for ;f
comprehensica based on the results of the informal reading inventory The placement s
discrepancy for each student was calculated by subtracting the grade level from the é
3. IRI resuits. o

Table 1 shows the vocabulary and comprehension gains as a function of treatment P

conditions: grade, instructional format (small groups or whole classes) and materials
: difficulty (on- or above-grade level). Table 2 shows the breakdown of scores as a
L F ltl’ C tion of ability (high, medium, or low), deternidned by a three-way split of each
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i~ ‘Redding Gains ds aFunction of Ability-on Vocabulary, Insirizti
i Dty Materials
Grade N Clais Type: Mat. Diff. Ach. Vocabul

N > -

% TORE

o 3

N

3 19 Whole On

2 21  Whole Above

4 29 Trad On

4 37 Whole On

4 19  Whole Above

5 29 Whole On

5 50 Whole Above
42
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Averages:
On Above
Vocab Comp Vocab

Trad Whole Trad Whole Whole  Comp

H -14.27 -5.20 1.86 343 -7.73 0.67
M -9.60 -1.13 6.40 4.87 -6.77 247
L 38.10 12.67 8.00 11.47 19.53  13.50

4.74 2.11 5.42 8.59 1.68 5.54
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group on the basis of the vocabulary pretest. Table 3 presents a similar breakdown
on the basis of th* comprehension pretests.
Two.analyses f covariances were performed for the vocabulary. scores. and.the.

ocomprehension scores. Each analysis used the posttest scores as the dependent variable.

<

RN,

-RIC! removed the effects of the pretest scores and the discrepancy.level.of the reading: ., 7"
s térial with grade placement. (Althotigh gain s¢ores ar¢ reported in the table, they:, ,, =
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2.10
-1.90
8.00
3.50
-5.70
6.60
-6.10
0.70
-1.30
3.64
—8.30
—2.46
-3.60
~3.80
0.10

Averages:
On
Vocab
Trad

Whole

Comp
Trad

Whole

Abcve
Vocab
Whole

Comp

Vocab

H -1.47
M 10.27
L 5.03

4.61

3.38
-1.87
5.55
2.35

—6.03
N
19.50
5.75

-2.13
3.60
12.08
€.85

0.00
0.57
7.8
2,79

—ragurr

-5.40
3.8
18.37
5.42

0.64 -3.57
2.99 3.57
6.13 16.02
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. were not used in the analyses to avoid the problems of compounding unreliabilities
i when using gain scores.) The independent variables were treatment group (traditional,
‘. whole group/on level, and whole group/above level), grade (3, 4, and 5) and ¢ither
. comprehension or vocabulary abi’ity (high, medium, or lovr).

@ “or the comprehension scores, both covariates were significant, but none of the
NC -effects we.e significant. The two-way mtcmctxon of Grade » Comprehension




Ability was significant, F(4, 813)=4.56, p<.001. For the vocabulary. scores, both: .
covariates were again significant. The main effect for vocabulary.ability was. signifi- .
cant, F(2, 813)=7.027, p<.001. The two-way interaction for Treatrent X Vocab:.
lary Ability was also significant, F(4, 813)=2.922. p<.02: ‘No other:effects were:
statistically significant in either analysis. . T e
A regression analysis was:conducted with posttest comprehension:scotes as;the.,
dependent” variable. Pretest scores for comptéhension;yield an R?=:44247 ‘whed- ¢
tered-alone in a stepwise regression; when discrepancy in‘comprehension, level:and ;
‘materials is entered, R?=.45089. The other variables did not account for sigs
amounts of variance. When grade, treatment condition and comprehension. ability:,
were entered, R2=.45189. ) S
A similar analysis for vosabulary posttest scores yielded an R?=.35980; when £
the vocabulary pretest was entered; when discrepancy level was added to theequa:
tion, R*=.37937. Grade also significantly increased the variance accounted. for, .. .
R*=38310. ‘
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DISCUSSION - =

The results suggest that there is no e3sential difference between instruction pat-
terned on a whole-group model compared to the traditional homogeneous ability <
groups when the outcome measures are standardized achieveinent tests. Although -
there is an interaction between treatmest and vecabulary ability on the outcome mea-

b sures, this effect is due to a nonlinear differs.ce in only one cell znd is not interpreted .

i further. &
p- The analyses also suggest that the discrepancy of the materizls Srom the measured z”’f
f reading ability levels of the students accounts for a significant amount of variance in ‘“j
9 the scores. This suggests that a great deal of attention be given to the placement of o
‘ students in materials, regardless of their ability or the instructionai organization of the ‘.;;f

class. s

The variables accounting for the most variance in the posttest measures were the o
pretest measures. For vocabulary, discrepancy and grade level also accounted for
significant variance.

The simplest explanation for this is that there is too much variance within class-
rooms for the grouping pattern to have much of an impact. That is, in the comprehen-
sion analysis other variables contribute more variance and obscure potential effects of
3 grouping and materials difficulty. Note, however, that this is not true for the vocabu-
lary analyses, where materials difficulty does contribute significantly to the variance.

Ability does present the strongest effects in the analyses. That is, poor readers
gain moiwc then good readers. This can be explained, in part, by ceiling and floor -
effects, as well as regression io the mean; all of the students can be expected to score o

(R
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‘ closer to the mean on the posttest. This translates into gains for the poor and losses )
for the good readers Although these gains may be explainable as artifacts, they should "
b not be ignored. g
3 On the basis of this study, two conclusions seem warranted. Instruction in small
; groups compared to whole classes was not superior for the students in this study. -
Q :
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= _.Consequently, any potential social benefits of whole-group instruction would suggest
.- that ‘whole-group instruction should be preferred to small ability- groups. -Difficult
RN »matcnals seem to have produced higher scores. The instructional implication is that
xwhcn choices are to be made for instruction, more difficult materials should be selected
» ~ rather-than less difficult materials. '

5 ‘Several cautions should be observed in generalizing these conclusmns First these
subjects-are not beginning readers. Students in primary grades (ﬁrst or sccond) -may
have different needs and may respond dxffcrcntly to instruction and orgamzauon pat-

f terns. The present study did not address this issue; the conclusions from- this study
. must be limited to upper elementary students. Second, these findings are’ tpd by
‘. the outcome measures used in the analyses. The exclusive use of standardxzed test:
t scores severely restricts the generality of the results. Finally, the type of teacﬁiﬁg was
 notclosely controlled. There may have been a great dzal of ‘‘hybrid’’ teaching occur-
L ring. The teachers were not exclusively trained nor closely monitored. More research
: is needed to control these possibilities.
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. READING INSTRUCTION IN SCIENCE AT THE TRANSITIONAL

-~

’
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According to Chall (1983), the transition from elementary to middle school miarks™
a developmental break betwesn learning to read (acquisition-and fluency of réading.
skills) and reading to learn (use of skills as tools for leamning coritent). Although'the
assumption had been that students would automatically ftansfer their newly acquired
skills to expository text reading, research (e.g., Calfee & Curley, 1984) hés‘shown
that basic word recognition and comprehension skills are not sufficient for students to
cope with more complex materials and reading tasks. As a conegquence, :co tgnt

teachers are urged to consider both the reading difficulty of their texts and the reading-
sophistication of thei: students, and to provide guidance where the néed is evident
(Vacca & Vacca, 1989 ‘

However, although research attention to content reading has increased in the past
10 years, its goals and instructional practices have yet tc win wide acceptance. by
content teachers (O'Brien, 1988). Observational studies at w:e elementary !§y¢1" (Dur-
kin, 1978-79, 1984) and at ths secondary level (Hinchmann, 1987; Ratekin, Simp’wp,
Alvermann, & Dishner, 1985; Smith & Feathers, 1983b) have shown an instructional
emphasis on unguided, isolated practice, with text reading used as ¢ ueans to “‘cover”’
the subject content. Further, survey/interview studics at the secondary level (Rieck,
1977; Smith & Feathers, 1983a) have found that neither teachers nor students involved
in such activities view reading as an important learning tool.

Tke present study attempted to extend previous research findings by investigating
two areas which had previously been unexamined. First, the researchers were inter-
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‘. ested in addressing the transition from elementary to middle school learning. The
™ researchers were particularly interested in this transition because of differences by
% grade leve: in teachers and program emphases. That is, elementary school:teachers
% arcusually generalists and instruct in self-contained classrooms, while middie school
5. teachers are content specialists and instruct in departmentalized programs. In this

MR

. E ltl‘ C’ the researchers chose to focus an two grade levels—Tfifth and sixth—that repre-
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sent ihe transition from upper elementary to middle school in the region where the' -
study was conducted. 8

Second, the researchers chose science as a content area to examing due to stu-
dents’ reliance on text materials for learning but difficulties in comprehension and -
learning {Lloyd & Mitchell, 1989). Further, according to the 1986 NAEP Science. - -
Report Card, **distressingly low™ :chievement scores were found for 3rd-, 7th-, and. -
11th-grade students who had been tested. In addition, students at all three grade levels:
reported not taking a science class that year, and that for many who did take.a.class,, . -
instructional time appeared to be limited to and dominated by teacher*lectures .and-
textbook reading. Based on these findings, the researchers were interested in examin-
ing “uw reading was considered by teachers in science at the transitional grade levels.

In addition to grade level and content subject, the present study also differed from
previous studies in its theoretical framework. Although earlier studies (¢.g., Durkin, .
1984; Ratekin, Simpson, Alvermann, & Dishner, 1985) had corapared research-based
instructional recommendations with actual classroom practices, this study also ea-
nlored the relationship between teachers’ beliefs about reading for content learning .
and how those beliefs were realized during instruction. This framework, adapted
from Clark and Petesson (1986), involves two related domains: (a) teachers’ thought
processes, including theories and beliefs and their relation to teacher decision making;
and (b) teachers® actons and effects, including both teacher and student behaviors, as
well as student achievement. The premise underlying this framework is that there is
a reciprocal relationship between the two domains. that is, teachers’ actions are largely
the result of their thought processes, which in turn affect teachers’ subsequent actions.
In this study, the focus was on the relations among beliefs about reading for science
learning, lesson planning, and subsequent instructional activities.

Specifically, then, the purpose of this study was to examine how teacher beliefs
and practices would vary according to th elementary or middle school roles in a
reportedly difficult subject area The general question guiding this investigation was,
““How is reading considered and used by teachers of science at the transitional
grades””” In particular, five important components of instructional practice were exam-
: ined within this broad question. Adapted from Ratekin et al.’s (1985) study, these*
: components included: (a) lesson purpose, (b) class organization, (c) instructional mate-
rials, (d) instructional activities, and (e) evaluaton. Based on instructional recommen-
dations made by content researchers (e.g., Readence, Bean, & Baldwin, 1989), these
components became a basis for observation « the Ratekin et al. study. In the present
3 investigation these components not only guided observations but also were a hass for
: post-observation interviews with teachers und rundomly selected students.
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Participants were two fifth-grade teachers, each with one seif-containec class, and
two sixth-grade science teachers, each with one randomly selected departmentalized
@ "iss One fifth-grade teacher and the two sixth-grade teachers taught at different
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Mcmbcrshxp in Professional

Organizations yes yes yes
Subscription to Professional

Journals yes yes yes
Curriculum Determinant school state state
Work with a Reading

Specialist (self) no yes

public schools, whereas the second fifth-grade teacher taught at a university laboratory
school. The lab school was deliberately chosen by the researchers as-its: pmnary 2
purpose is to provide a .__»del teaching/leaming environment; the pubhc schools were.
randomly selected from elementary and middle schools in the. same: school dlstnct
The four classes were similar in that they were hetcrogcneously grouped and consnstedi :
of 25-35 students. R

Prior (0 observations, each teacher was asked to provide professmnal dcmographxc!
information, as well as her beliefs and practices on reading and leammg in the science
classroom. Table 1 presents the professional demographic information;’ ’I‘able 2 -pre-
sents the belicfs and practices on reading for science learning. As can. be £cen, thg‘f
four teachers were similar in their interest in profcssnonal development but differed in
their educational backgrounds and teaching experiences. In addition, . although all
believed in a variety of experiences during the learning process, they varied in their
beliefs about the purpose and role of reading in the science classroom.

;- Materials and Procedure

Two researchers per class attended science lessons for 5 consecutive teaching

; days that constituted a complete science unit or subunit. Before the observations took

2 place, each research team held interviews with the classroom teacher on her profes- ks
) sional background and beliefs and practices. In addition, the researchers and teachers e
discussed the objectives and content of the upcoming lessons. AR
N During the observations, the researchers wrote field notes, audiotaped the lessons, £

< and examined pertinent materials. Generaily, these materials included lesson plans: |
(wnh both teacher and school/state componentsy, textbooks-and worksheets, support- :
m C ids, student reports and projects, tests and quizzes, and any manipulatives used )
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Beliefs and Pracnces Pertaining to Reading-in’ Science. by Gradz and Class

6ih/Public:2’

Readirig: Components Sthilab. “siiPublic .6th/Pyblic-1-
Role of Readinig in develops knowledge of gives-information ngcs ‘infermation, gives information
Science Learning content and relations stimi l_atcs ideas
Determine Student achievement, other tests oral reading, ésts rcndmg tcacher, reading teacher, informal
Reading Levels . experience tests
Determine Text Level Fry Readability Formula student failure to experience *‘comes leveled”
Difficulty comprehiend
I Accommodate Student student greupings different materials/ variety of experiences oral readings, short
5o =T Differences methods readings
¢ Prepare to Study New access prior knowledge, new vocabulary, projects study guide —_—
= Unit SQ3R o
(o Prepare to Read New study vocabulary in study vocabulary in motivate, fun tasks relate to students .U
. Unit context context S
= Monitor Students' observe, quiz quiz, study guides partictpation, homework questions, quiz B
v Leamning £
L Follow-up Students’ variety; writing variety; hands-on variety; skill building variety; labs 5
5 Leaming g g
2 Evaluation of Students’ variety vrriety variety variety Ty
¢ Leaming g e
* Flexibility in Decision- some some little/aone enough d
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for lab-activities. The researchers did not participute in lass lessons and collected
*_their data as.unobtrusively as possible. N
Followmg all observations,.each research. team conducted: Scparatc interviews
with the teacher and three randomly selected -students:on; thcn' perccptlons of thc
.xmmedmtcly prewdmg unit. The interviews were structured muh

evaluation) and how they were actualized in-class, In.addition,  the- zeacncrs'and
students were asked to resporid to what they felt were constmms on tcachmgllcammg:

in the classroom. Data collection resulted in 15 hours of observations end interviews

per class.

Data Analysis

Data sources included (a) pre-observation teacher intsrviews on professional back-
ground, beliefs and practices, and proposed lessons; (b) observations of 5 consecutive
teaching days, including field notes and audiotapes; (c) materials used in conjunction
with instruction; and (d) post-observation interviews with teachers and students, All
data were analyzed using Miles and Huberman's (1984) concurrent flows of analysis:
data reduction, data display, and conclusion drawing and verification. In this process
the data were examined recursively and displayed in unordered and ordeted matrices
that were driven by t.¢ research question. Data sources were triangulated to validate
an occurrence and to contro! for biases from other sources. Final-interpretation was
achieved following searches for meaningful patterns across, between, and within
classes, involving the multiple perspectives of the whole research team.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

From the analysis, stronger patterns emerged acruss and within grade icvels,
rather than between grade levels. Generally, althou,h reading was deemed important,
planned, and used for study, reading instruction was not necessarily included. What
instruciion was observed usually dealt more with isolated skills than with internaliza-
tion of subject content. Further, when examining the five instructional components,
the following patterns appeared. (a) lesson purposes were both explicit and implicit;
(b) organization was pnmarily whole class, (c) materials included textbooks, work-
sheets, and, for the fifth-grade classes, manipulatives, (d) activities included lecture
with recitation «nc 1ndividual seatwork, and (e) evaluation varied from worksheets for
one fifth- (public) and une sixth- (public-2) grade class, to worksheets, observations,
and projects for the other fifth- (lab) and sixth- (public-1) grade classes.

In addition, when ordered by site, the teachers were ranked from 1 (highest) to
4 (lowest) un cffecti.e instruction. This included attention to the five instructional
components, as well as to the students’ leaming. The fifth-grade lab teacher was
ranked highest, followed by a sixth-grade (public-1), fifth-grade (public), and sixth-
grade (public-2) teacher, respectively. As described in Table 3, the fifth-grade teacher
who was ronked highest used a variety of settings and methods, addressed readiness
@ ‘ndependence, and relied on multiple evaluations. The lowest ranked sixth-grade



¢

©TablE3 e
" Readling Insiraction Praciices of Teachers Ranked I:(High) and 4:{Low): _

3T

. i
= B,
3 2, IS, Y .
. i o *
~ N s o an i Dopoe 2N L ¢
.. M BV e oty L R *i'
. LIt v A A T T
TR e e e e e e T
. -~ - ’ P 4 ‘\k

et

TR

e m Y

. Prdtioes Teacher. L (GH/Lab); - Teacher:4 (6/Publi-2).

Variety in Setting/Methods. grea varieiy:

effecﬁvcusc of A/V

f
good questioning strategies

Addressed Readiness/ encouraged readiness!
Independence independence:
included supplementary
shared independent projects activitiés completed as-
whole group: -
provided live specimens no inonitoring of.individaal
compared field notes little organization-in
planaing
prepared organizational limited use of reading and.
charts resources
Muliiple Evaluations used variety of evaluations: used limited variety of
evaluations:
observation worksheets
questioning tests
worksheets
art
independent projects
tests

teacher, on the other hand, demonstrated little variety in the five components and
neither prepered for nor monitored students’ learning.

Prior to observetions, interview data indicated that three teachers focused on
thinking and reading skills in science, such as classifying, observing, and inferencing.
The fourth teacher (sixth/public-2), however, felt constrained by state guidelines to
teaching process skills in isolation. In the post-obscrvation interviews, all four teachers
stated that they focused on concepts, process skills, and development of ideas. They
felt that their most effective activities were concrete experiences such as labs and
creative projects, as well as games and worksheets. All reported that these activities
were appropriate in helping students think about and leam new information. In addi-
tion, class organization was limited to whole-group lecture and independent work,
with class discussion as the focal activity. Finally, three of the four teachers felt that
their instruction was most adversely affected by students with limited skills, tne fousth
teachier (fifth/lab) was most affected by outside visitors.

Students’ post-observation interview responses both agreed and contrasted with

L

O ~achers’ responses. All students stated that they had uaderstood the purpose of
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Reading Instruction in Science

the week’s discussion, although few were able to articulate the specifics of the lesson.
All thought that they had learned the material well, even though several had not
performed well on end-of-unit assessment tasks. In addition, content and activities -
considered important by these students included information relevant to their own a9
lives. This included a fifth-grade (lab) unit on classifying animals which the students :
were able to relate to their own pets, and a sixth-grade (public-1) unit on drug abuse
which the students related to their own family and friends. Material not considered
relevant included a fifth-grade (public) unit on cell division and a sixth-grade {public-
> unit on optical illusions. Finally. student misbehavior was citad as the major cause
of intezference to their classroom leaming.
: Given these findings, the four teachers appeared to vary in their consistency
i between what they stated as their beliefs and ideal practices and what their plans and
X instruction actually revealed. The fifth-grade lab school teacher showed a more consis- 3
 tent relationship than the other three teachers. As described in Table 2, she defined ¥
; reading as a method of developing content and relationship knowledge ang imple-
mented materials and activities that generally supported this belief. Given her exten-
sive teaching background and educational specialist status, this result is not surprising.
Of nterest was the sixth-grade (public-1) teacher ranked second; she also belizved in
reading as a leaming tool and that guidance was necessary to facilitate student leamn-
ing. Her instruction was constrained, however, by her strict adherence to school/state
objectives and content, aptly demonstrated by her imtizling and dating her curriculum
guide when completing required ob, tives.
; The fifth-grade (public) teacher ranked third had a narrow view of reading for
: science learning, as well as the role of reading instruction, and limited teashing .l
expenence. however, she attempted to facilitate leaming through group work and
hands-on experiences. The sixth-grade (public-2) teache: ranked fourth also had a
narmow view of reading and read:ng nstruction i the science classroom. Although pre-
and pust ubservation interview data indicated that she felt her instructional decisions.

2 "
gk as SR O x 2w 4

activiies wene facihitative and appropnate, her actual practice did not support her &
statements.
This investigation indicates that, to some extent, teachers' thoughts and beliefs

are cntical and important aspects of their instructional effectiveness, thus supporting
previous research (Duffy & Ball, 1986). Specifically, teachers plan and implement
their decisions based on 21t view of the role of reading for science lean. g and how
reading instruction should be carmed out thioughout the learning process. As pointed
out by Clark and Peterson (1986), teachers’ thoughts and actions can be profoundly
affected by the task demands, as well as by the teachers® perceptions of these demands.
Further, teachers may have greater or lesser opportunity to decide on and implement
therr beliefs, for example, teachers may be allowed less flexibility in planning due to
cumcula decisions made by uther sources (school. distnct), as evidenced by one sixth }
grade (public 1) teacher. Overall, as demonstra.ed in this study, teachers’ thoughts 3
on nstruction. fearning and reflective analysis following a lesson are critical when
examuning the classroom environment (Readence, McGee, & Konopak, 1989)
Although this research 1s limited by its brev..y of observational period and the
use . unly four teachers and classrooms, the results generally confirm earlier research
f'gs on the lack of reading instruction in a content subject. However, when ordered
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by site, greater distinctions are defined; again, the fifth-grade jab school teacher dem-

onstrated more effective reading instruction than did the:Towest ranked:sixth-grade =33
(public-2) teacher. Recommendations for future research include extending the obser- .- g
vation period,-probing for more information conceming béliefs and ‘idgal: practices,. . 4
and examining other content areas for compurison. In-addition,-although the present.
study focused on research-based recommendations from reading- speciafists, futire.
research could address recommendations frem specialists in the content field;
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THE EFFECTS OF STRUCTURAL FACTORS OF EXPOSITORY
TEXTS ON TEACHERS’ JUDGMENTS Of WRITING QUALITY!

Beverly E. Cox

Purdue University

There is strong linguistic support for the notion that hierarchical organization and
cohesive harmony represent stable variables that partly differentiate well from poorly
written text in English (Cox, Shanahan, & Sulzby, 1990; Grimes, 1972; Halliday,
1985; Hasan, 1984; Langer, 1986; Meyer, 1975). In exposition (i.e., informative
text), expert writers usually organize their ideas hicrarchically or logically under a top
tevel or overall organizing structure (often called a rhetorical predicate, Langer, 1986;
Meyer, 1975). Children, however, tend to elevate lexical (sentence level) predicates,
especially descriptive ones, to the top level as their organizing frames for exposition
(Langer, 1986}. Whatever the orgeanizational structure, it is developed, claborated, and
tied together with cohesion devices that can express text redundancies in a particularly
powerful manner through cohesive harmony interactioas (Hasan, 1984). The power
of cohesive harmony interactions comes from their multiple lay»rs of repetitions.
Specifically, the same or similar noun, verd, and functional (i.c., inplicit case gram-
mar role) information is repeated across multiple sentences in a text to form cohesive
harmony interactions (see Hasan, 1984 for a complete description).

This study examines if and how teachers respond to these researc 2-bas:d structural
aspects of text (hierarchical organization and cohesive harmony) vhea they judge
writing quality. h is important to investigate this relationship for several reasons.
First, knowing how to use coheston and organization in their own writing is signifi-
cantly related to children’s greater reading achievement and writing quality (Cox et
al., 1990). Consequently, reason suggests that young writers should be developing
greater expertise with the e structural aspects and teachers who conference with and
evaluate young readers, wnters should probably focus some attention on these mean-
mg-making structures. However, little is known about whether teachers note or react
to these important structural aspects in evaluating a child’s writing. If they do not, it
seems unlikely that the, will attend to them either during reading or writing instruciion
time.

Second, this study is important because a child’s attempts to develop a more
sophisticated vrganizational strucwure may result in diminished cohesion (Cox & Stew-
art, 1989), possibly because the organizational structurc ;equ.res more of tie young
writer’s attention (e.g., LaBerge & Samuels, 1974). On the other hand, greater atten-

'+ gratefully acknowledge the assistance of Dons Caro, Carolyn Gray, Susan Glanzos, Beverly Ot,
and Lana Smith for their help in the holistic scorings.
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138 Literacy Theory anG Research

tion to text cohesiveness might result in less expert overall organization or the two
might vary toge*her Though it is not yet clear how developing knowledge of organiza-
tion and cohesion is sequentially interrelated in a child’s development of literacy, it
is important to understand h~w teachers respond to such variances as they evaluate
children’s texts.

Third, because of discourse analysis’s power to identify and evaluate cohesive
and organizational aspects of text, it is intuitively appealing to suggest that elementery
teachers should be given more technical linguistic and discourse analysis training. The
validity of this suggestion, however, should be carefully investigated. It is important
to understand if teachers who have had such training respond differently to texts that
vary in organization and cohesion from those who have not.

Finally, both the technical training and time requirements suggest discourse analy-
sis, per se, is impractical for use by classroom teachers. Typically, analyzing a text
for its hierarchical organization and cohesive harmony requires two trained readers to
independently read, analyze, and graph the text and then come together to compare
their -nalyses and resolve differences An important question remains, how
Wor d greater specific instruction or experience with these linguistic aspects
difference in the way teachers respond to children’s writing? As education n.wves
toward more holistic assessment in language (Resnick, 1989), understanding and doc-
umenting what is being evaluated by teachers will help others understand and accept
teachers’ holistically based professional decisions.

Specifically, this study asks. (a) Are differences in technical linguistic training
and discourse analysis experience related to teachers’ ,udgments of writing quality?
(b) Do teachers’ judgments of writing quality align with those suggested by discourse
analysis® That is, do teachers’ judgments of quality appear related to differences 1n
cohesion and organization? (c) How d. .eachers respond, in terms of assigning a
writing quality rank, to variances in overal organizing structure (e.g., a lexical versus
a rhetorical predicate) and to variances in microstructure (e.g., more or less cohesive
harmony)” Speci-ally, do variances in these aspects relate to differences in writing
quality decisions for either technically experienced or inexpenenced readers? To help
answer these questions, this paper compares techncally (i.e., linguistically) exper-
enced and inexperienced teachers’ rankings of writing q..uty for elumentary chil-
dren’s expository texts with differences in hierarchical orgamzation and cohesive har-
mony identified through discourse analysis.

METHOD

Subjects

The subjects were 6 teachers with classroom expenence rang:ng from 3 to 15
years A- native speakers. all were familiar with written Enghsh and all professed to
reac extensively for their own recreation and coursework. Three of these teachers
were just beginning graduate studies after having taught for several years. Each of
them had had only one undergraduate linguistics course several years prnior. They
had never engaged in any linguistic analyses. They were considered the technically
incxpenenccd group.
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The other three were former teachers who were graduate students at the end of

.. their doctora! work. All had some recent experience in linguistics courses and linguis-

tic analysis and so might be expected to be more sensitive to and knowledgeab'e about
issues such as cohesion and hierarchical structure. They were considered the moze
technically experienced group,

Materials

The materials were 96 expository texts. To interpret the holistic scorings that are

_ the focus of this paper, it is helpful to understand from whom and how these texts

were obtained and how they differed in terms of cohesion and organization.
The texts were written by 48 children, 24 third sraders and 24 fifth graders. The

. children were evenly divided between good and poor readers at each grade level on

the ba  Jf their normal curve equivalent (NCE) scores for reading comprehension
on the lowa Test of Basic Skills (Hieronymous, Lindquist, & Hoover, 1989). They
were randomly selected from a median split subject pool with the NCE scores for
good readers ranginz from the 68th to 92nd percentiles and for poor readers from the
8th to the 32nd percc tiles. The children were seen in two separate s¢ssions at which
an expository article (one on ants, one on big cities) was read and discussed along
with other information the children knew. The children were asked to use any of this
information to write reports for others about their same age who were interested in
gathering and sharing informaticn about these two topics.

A discourse analysis of the 96 texts confirmed that distinct differences in their
hierarchical organization and n their cohesive harmony existed To determine this,
all texts were analyzed for hierarchical organization by (a) assigning all independent
clauses (modified T umts) (Pappas, 1981) to a position in & tree structure, (b) identify-
ing the type of predicate structures used (rhetorical or lexical) (Langer, 1986), and
(c) calculating the proportion of well to poorly organized T-units both across each
composition and within particular predicates. All texts were also analyzed for cohesive
harmony by (a) constructing chains of identity or semantically related cohesion de
viees, includipg nouns and verbs (Halliday, 1985, Hasan, 1984), (b) identifying cche-
sive harmony chain interactions (Hasan, 1984), (c) calculating the proportion of each
text’s total words (tokens) which were involved n cohesive harmony interactions
(Hasan {1984] calls this proportion a cohesive harmony index {CHI]), and (d) calculat-
ing the CHI of well-orgamized portions of each text and for particular predicates
Proportions were calculated for both cohesive harmony and organization to prevent
bias data from the well revogmzed fact that better readers and writers generally write
longer texts (e.g., Loban, 1963, 1976).

The discourse analysis revealed that these children used 189 description lexical
predicates of which 62 were poorly cohesive (average cohesive harmony index
[CHI] = .30) and 127 were strongly cohesive (average CHI = .73). They also used 32
rhetorical predicates. Twenty-five were very cohesi..., developed (average
CHI=.84) and seven were weakly developed with cohesive harmony (average
CHi=.22).

All analyses were conducted independemly by two trained scorers. Interrater
agreement ranged between 85% and 95%. All disagreements were resolved through
@ on. Complete details of these analyses are available from the author
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Repeated measure ANOVAs showed grade, F(1, 4)=7.552, p<.05 and reading. %}
level, F(1, 44)=17.760, p<.001 were significart main effects for ‘differcnces in 2
hierarchical organization in the children’s expository texts (Cox, Shanahan, & Tinz-
mann, in press). There was also a significant main effect of ‘reading level, F(1;.
44)=4.006, p<.05 for greater use of cohesive harmony in exposition.(Cox et al,,
1990; Cox, Shanahan, & Tinzmann, in press); though counter to developmental éxpec-
tations, no significant main effect of grade was found. However, it was assured that:
the texts varied significantly in hierarchical organization and cohesive harmony priog
to holistic scoring. B
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Procedure

Prior to holistic scoring, the texts were typed and mechanical errors were corrected
so that the readers would not focus on them rather than the meaning-making aspects
of the texts. Then, the three technically experienced teachers met and discussed Myers
(1980} holistic ranking procedures. Following his recommendations, they selected
anchor (exemplary) texts for each rank and decid 4 on four general crit ia to guide
their evaluations. These criteria were: (a) Was 1 . writing clearly recognizable as
exposition? (b) Was the piece clearly and appro, r.ately organized for exposition? (c)
Did the information flow smoothly? and (d) Were connectives used appropriately? . -
The technically experienced group independently ranked all 96 expository texts holisti-
cally using a writing quality scale of 1 (poorest) to 4 (best). Interscorer agreement
was 91 All disagreements were resolved by appealing to the third ranker or, if
needed, through discussion.

Later, the three technically inexperienced teachers met and were asked to indepen-
dently grade alf 96 texts on 2 writing quality scale of 1 (D or F poorest) to 4 (A or
best) No training in holistic ranking or discussion of Myer’s procedures, criteria, or
anchor texts was provided. The teachers were simply asked to grade the papers accord-
ing to how well written they considered them to be as reports, much as they would
grade reports written in their own classrooms. Interscorer agreement was .86. As
before, all disagreements were resolved by appealing to the third ranker or, 1f needed,
! through discussion.
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Statistical Analysis

Lere Bow g as

PR

! Pearson product moment correlations were calculated (a) between the tech.mcally
) experienced and inexperienced groups holistic rankings of the texts, and (b) between
each group’s rankings and the cohesion and organization indices established by the
discourse analysis for each text. Significance was r=.28, p<.05 for 48 cases.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
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All three questions v er2 clearly answered. First, differences in technical Iinguistic

training and discourse analysis experience do not seem related to teachers’ Judgments

' of writing quality The technicall | experienced and inexperienced groups ranked all
' texts similarly (r=+.83, p<.C1). Where differences occurred between the two
{ O oups, they never exceeded one rank With these two groups of teachers, technical
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training and experience did not alter the way they evaludte childrer’s expository
writing

Second, both groups of classroom teachers’ judgments of writing quality did align
with those suggested by discourse analysis. Both the experienced and inexperienced
groups’ rankings were significantly correlated with a text’s being more well-organized
(r=+.61, p<.01 and r= + .64, p<.01 respectively) and using more cohesive har-
mony (r= + .39, p<.01 and r= + .37, p<.01 respectively).

Third, both groups of teachers tended to respond to differences in structural
soph.stication: in similar ways. For example, both groups of teachers tended to rank
texts organized around lexical description predicates below average in quality (average
rank, 2). Average to lower levels of cohesive harmony (average CHI = .53) in descrip-
tion lexical predicates generally eamed below average quality rankings (1 or 2) from
botk: groups. However, octh groups tended to rank descript. .ly organized texts above
average (3 or 4) when the texts were developed with considerably more cohesive
harmony {average CHI=.73). The simpler and less appropriate overall organizing
structure (v1Z., a lexical description predicate) was ranked above average in writing
guality, largely when the text was developed in a highly cohesive manner.

In contrast, when a child attempted a more sophisticated organizing structure
. (viz., a rhetorical predicate) whether or not it was developed with a high level of
cohesive harmony, both the technically experienced and inexperienced readers tended

to rank 1t above average tn quality (average rank, 3). For cxample, seven texts that
‘ attempted a response rhetorical predicate and had an average cohesive harmony index
: of only .17 still tended to be ranked abo-z average (3).

Obviously, readers respond to other aspects of the text beyond cohesion or organi-
zation. However, the response to cehesion withip organizational structure is particu-
larly interesting and deserving of further research. One interesting question is why
these readers consistent], ranked attempts at more sophisticated rhetorical predicate
suructures so highly, even thuugh they were poorly develuped cohesively One possible
expianation for this observatior. is that both groups of readers intuitively and consis-
tently responided tv vanatiuns in structure that suggested developing knowledge about
written language in young authors. On the one hand, they recognized when a more
suphisticated and appropr...¢ organizing structure was attempted and rewarded this in
these young writers with a higher score regardless of the text’s cohesive devzlopment
On the other hand, the less appropnate lexical description predicate was only rewarded
with hugher marks when it was developed with extensive cohesive harmony

Another explanation for these readers’ high rankings of rhetorical predicates with
iittle regard for their cohesive development 1s that they were more familiar with overall
orgamzation and so saw it as more important. It is likely that overall organizing
structures reveive mure attention 1n schoul instruction than do cohesive patterns, espe
cially 1n the sense of cohesive harmony. Consequently, both groups of teachers were
mure semitive to the mure suphisticated predicates than to differences in cohesive
harmuny, and su, ranked the rhetorical predicate texts higher regardless of their cohe- .
sive development. This could be interpreted as an unfortunate lack of breadth in their :
knowledge of important text vanables related to literacy development. However, both ;
groups’ responses to tie use of cohesive harme.., .n the description predicate suggests |
. the first interpretation is more likely. N

[T lCTorrelatwnal data must always be treated cautiously, especially with only a few ‘!
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142 Literacy Theory and Research

teachers having ranked the texts, but there is a clear suggestion that teacners who are ;
native speakers, familiar with written English, do refer to a text’s organizational and ..
cohesive structure in appropriate ways when they evaluate children’s writing. It is |
important for teacher educa rs to understand how generalizable this finding is and {
how this teacher-knowledge develops. Was it these teachers’ common background as
native and literate speakers of written English that enabled them to evaluate children’s
expository texts in such similar ways? Was it also this common knowledge base that
allowed both groups to recognize and respond so similarly to a child’s divergence from ¢
exper’ models, possibly treating these differences quite supportively as developing

FLr VR TR A BT A S T W By 1T

T
VL o e
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: knowledge of English text structures? The implication that seems clearest at this point, i
; is that greater experience with writ'en English text rather than technical structural |
; linguistic training may be important in teacher education. 4
h Although hierarchical organization, predicate structures, and cot.2sive harmony
: may be complex and technical structural aspects of written language, they may also |

be like Vygotsky’s (1962) spontaneous or everyday concepts for teachers who are |
familiar with written English. Specifically, these complex aspects may be learned
through experience in reading d writing text to construct meaning. Future research .
needs to investigate whether the findings and interpretations reported in this study |
hold with greater numbers of teachers, across different ethnic and cultural groups,
and with preservice teachers, because what is found with these diverse groups should
suggest important directions for teacher education.
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A LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF PRESERVICE
TEACHERS’ KNOWLEDGE STRUCTURES

Beth Asn Herrmann
University of South Carolina

Our image of the effective teacher has changed considerably. Today the effective
teacher is viewed as a *‘thoughtful professicnal’’ (Peterson, 1988), adaptive to contex-
tual and situational classroom demands (Duffy, 1989), able to confront ctltural reali-
ties of schooling and engage in critical self-examination, thoughtful discourse, concep-
tually based decision-making (Clark & Peterson, 1936) and refiection (Schon, 1983).
The kncwledge structures of “‘thoughtful professicnal»’” are believed to be organized,
coherent and highly integrated, which facilitates adaptive, reflective thinking
{Herrmann & Duffy, 1989).

Teacher educators generally assume that preservice teachers’ knowledge struc-
tures become like those of thoughtful professionals as they complete a teacher educa-
tion program, but little is known about the longitudine] development of preservice
teachers’ knowledge structures. Based on recent cogpitive psychology research (Fred-
cricksen, 1984; Schuell, 1986), expert-novice work (Chi, Glasser, & Rees, 1982) and
recent research on teachers’ knowledge structures (Herrmann, 1988, 1989; Rochler ct
al., 1987), this study describes the longitudinal development of the knowledge struc-
tures of three preservice teachers (Students A, C, and G) as they move through three
phases of a teacher education program. Phase I includes a teacher effectiveness course
and a practicum course, Phase Il includes various methods courses, and Phase III
includes 15 weeks of student teaching. Two research questions were posed: (a) Do
preservice teackers’ knowledge structures bec. me 1nore cxtensive and coherent as
knowledge is acquired in teacher education courses? (b) Do preservice teachers’
knowledge structures become more integrated as knowledge is acquired across various
teacher education courses?

This paper describes the knowledge structure development of the preservice teach-
ers across the teacher effectiveness course, the practicum course (Phase I), a reading
methods course (Phase II), and student teaching (Phase III).

METHOD

Subjects

Subjects were 1 female Elementary Education major and 2 female Early Child
hood Education majors beginning Phase I of a teacher education program in a large

. E lth U 15%
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southeastern university. These students were randomly selected from among 20 junjors
enrolled in the teacher effectiveness course taught by the researcher. At the beginning

of the study all 3 students were 22 years old, they all had a grade point average of ..

3.2 or better and they had all completed the same basic required courses (e.g., English,

math, history, and foreign language courses). The students also had similar back-
grounds; they all three attended elementary and secondary schools in the southeast . -

and had extensive babysitting experiences. All 3 subjects came from families of non- -
educators. '

Context

D :ta reported here were collected within the context of four 15-waek courses: a
teacher effectiveness course, a practicum course, a reading methods course, and stu-
dent teaching. The researcher taught the teacher effectiveness course in which all 3
subjects were enrolled. The course focused on effective classroom instruction, educa-
tional settings, and student leaming. Sample topics included teacher instructional
behaviors and student outcomes, teacher thinking and decision-making, and school
effectiveness. Students participated in field-based school observations. The practicum
course was taught by Elementary Educadon and Early Childhood faculty. Student A
was enrolled in the Elementary Education section of the course; students C and G
were enrolled in the Early Childhood Education section. Both sections of the course
focused on general classroom methodology, materials, and technology. Sample topics
included learning environments, child behavior, and instructional planning. Students
participated in guided classroom observations and developed lesson plans ang learning
activities The researcher taught the reading methods course in which all 3 subjects
were enrolled The course focused on the reading process and methods for dzveloping
effective reading Samgle topics included literacy, metacognition, and the literate
environment Students conducted approximately 12 small-group tutorial sessions. Dug-
ing the 15-week student teaching experience the students participated in approximately
85 clock hours of supervised classroom teaching as well as weekly semnars taught
by Elementary Education and Early Childhood Education graduate students.

Materials

Subjects constructed an ordered tree (Naveh-Benjamin, McKeachie, Liv: &
Tucker, 1986) at the beginning of each course, at the semester midpoint, and at the
end of each course except for student teaching when pre- and post-ordered trees were
constructed This technique allowed subjects to display how concepts included 1n their
knowledge structures were tied together into a network of relationships. Subjects also
constructed ordered trees in two earlie: phases of the study (see, Herrmann, 1988,
1989).

Procedures for Constructing Ordered 1rees

In the present phase of the study, as previously, subjecis listed, categonzed, and
labeled words and phraces about effective teaching, arranging categories to show
relationships among groups After construction of each ordered tree, subjecis recorded
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Concepts 2 3
Chunks 9 2.3
Avenage Number of Per Chunk 3 8.5
Horizontal Levels of () and

Chunks at the Widest Poat (4) 7 3

Gvenall Numerical Score = 4.3 (X Rating Score)
Coherence Measure
Raw Score Rating

Coherent Chunks 8 out of 9 (89%) 8.9
Coherent Vertically Extended Sequences 16 out of 17 (94%) 94

Overall Coherence Score #9.2 (X Rating Score)
Figize 1. A sample ordered tree about effective teaching of reading.

or: audiotape and..; wrote a description of relationships among concepts and how
specific aspects of the teacher education program influenced thei. thinking. Figure 1
is a sample of one subject’s ordered tree.

Procedures for Analyzing Ordered Trees

Extensiveness and coherence. A numerical measure and a coherence measure
adapted from Naveh-Benjamin et al. (1986) and validated by Roshler et al. (1987)
were used to judge extensiveness and coherence of the ordered trees. For the numerical
measure, the following were counted: () concepts, (b) chunks (clusters of concepts),
(c) the average number of concspts per chunk, and (d) 2 combination of horizontal
levels of chunks and chunks at the widest point. These criteria were used because
earlier studies of experts’ and novice leamers’ ordered trees showed that novices’
ordered trees varied greatly for each of these categorics, whereas experts’ ordered
trees wene structurally similar, Figure 2, published previously in Herrmann (1989),
shows a standard 10-point rating scale based on experts’ ordered trees used to convert
the numerical scores to ratings which were averaged to obtain an overall numerical
score.

: o illustreie how the numerical measure was us<d, consider the sampie ordered
> ERIC
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Figure 2. Rating scale for determining ratings assigned to numerical categories. .-}
AR

-y

tree shown in Figure 1 This ordered tree contains: (a) 27 concepts, (b) 9 chunks, (¢) -=
an average number of 3 concepis per chunk, and (d) a combination of horizontal levels
of chunks and chunks at the widest point of 7. An overall numerical score was
determined by averaging ratings assigned to each of these categories.

The coherence measure was used to determine the extent to which relationships

between concepts were logical. This measure was employed because in earlier studies
novices’ ordered trees varied greatly in terms of logical relationships established
among concepts, whereas experts’ ordered trees did not. For this meusure, relation-
ships within individual chunks and across vertically extended sequences of concepts
were scored following a two-step procedure. First, based on students’ descriptions,
chunk coherence was determined by examining relationships between concepts in-
: cluded in each individual chunk. For each chunk in which relationships depicted
! among concepts were logical, one point was awarded. Percentage of coherent chunks
was computed and converted to a rating (e.g., 94% =9.4). Second, coherence across
vertically extended sequences of concepts was determined by examining relationships
ameng concepts included in each vertically extended sequence, one point was awarded
. for each sequence contairing logical relationships among concepts. Percentage of
. coherent vertically extended sequences was computed and converted 1o a rating. An
: nverall coherence scure was obtained by averaging the two coherence ratings,

To illustrate how the coherence measure was used, consider again the sample
ordered tree shown in Figure 1. The figure shows that 89% of the individual chunks
and 94% of the verticaily extended sequences (e.g., effective teaching of reading —
language experience — using experiences) were judged to be coherent. Chunk 6 was
judged to be incoherent because the grouped concepts jncluded in the chunk (strate-
gies, using sight words, using context and using structural analysis) are illogically
connected since using sight words was not considered to be a strategy. The percentages
and ratings assigned to each coherence categ v and overall coherence score for the 2
sample ordered tree also are shown in Figur

Two graduate students conducted the coherence rating. First, following conven-
tions established during training, each rater independently scored each tree. Second,
raters discussed **screpant scoves until 100% agreement was established.
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;'  compared to desermine the cxtent to which knowledge 2cquired from the courses was
. integrated. The ordered trees were examined to deiermine the extent to which two
' knowledge integration criteria were met: {a) three or more chunks nepeated across the
final ordered trees, and (b) a combination of newly acquired concepts and concepts
acquired in eariier courses inciuded in each repeated chunk.

RESULTS

i For this paper, 27 ordered trees were analyzed. From phase I, final teacher effec-
. tiveness course ordered trees, which served » a basc line measure of cach student’s .
knowledge structure, and the practicum course ordered trees were analyzed. From ‘
Phase 1, reading :inethods course ordered trees were analyzed, and from Phase I,
i student teaching ordered trees were analyzed. 3

ke e b

Changes in Extensiveness aid Coherence

Overali numerical and coherence scores were siudied to identify pattems of
change 1n each student’s knowiedge structure (Table 1). An erratic pattern emerged
across Student A's numerical scores, indicating inconsistent change in the extensive-
ness of her knowledge structure. The numerical scores of Students C and G are
consistently low, indicating little change in the extensiveness of their knowiedge
structures. Although coherence scores for all three students tended to be higher than
their numerical scores, an erratic pattern emerged across ali three students’ coherence
scores, indicating inconsistent change in the organization and coherence of their §
knowiedge structures. For example, Student A’s coherence scores dropped off during :
the practicum course and did not pick up untii the end of the reading methods course '
On the other hand, Student C's coherence scores were fairly iligh during the practicum
course and quite high dunng the reading methods course, but her coherence score was :
considerably lower at the end of student teaching. Student G's coherence scores were
higher dunng the practicum and student teaching than they were during the reading
methods course.

[N

i, kbl Gvene,

Evidence of Knowledge Integration

The students did not repeatedly use three or more chunks when constructing finc!
ordered trees. Instead, each student’s final ordered tree contained ounly concepts ac-
quired in the & urse for which the ordered tree was constructed. :

DISCUSSION

Findings from this study gencrally do not support the hypothesis that preservice
teachers’ knowledge structures become more organized, coherent and integrated as
they compiete a teacher cducation program. Rather, these resuits suggest that as .
preservice teachers move through a teacher education prugram, they develop rather ¢
e, ourse-specific knowledge structures, fairly weli organized and coherent dur- |
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Table |
Overail Ordered Tree (OT) Numerical and Coherence Scores

Teacher

Effectivencss Reading Student

Course Practicum Course Methods Course Teaching

OT#3  OT#1 OT#2 OT#3 OT#! OT#2 OT#3 OT#l OT#2
Overall Numerical Scores o
Student A 7.8 4.5 7.6 28 6.8 3.0 5.8 39 23
Studet C 5.0 1.8 24 30 29 23 24 1.8 18
Student G 24 2.0 3.6 1.8 26 3.6 4.0 3.1 3.5
Ovenall Coherence Scores
Student A 7.1 9.3 8.7 7.5 63 6.7 9.7 8.9 100
Student C 6.5 9.0 7.2 89 100 100 100 90 68
Student G 9.0 7.0 98 100 7.7 8.2 82 100 10.0

ing courses, but nonintegrated across an entire teacher education program. Three ;
possible reasons why these preservice teacners' knowledge structures developed the
way they did are explored below.

RS v e

Lack of Cohesion and Integration g

Most teacher education programs lack cohesion and integration acrose curricula
(Lanier & Little, 1986). Courses tend to be taught by faculty in sevezal departments,
: making it difficult to coordinate ind:vidual eftu_ts into an integrated program (Good-
) man, 1988) The preservice teachers in this study experienced an isolated, course-by-
course teacher education curriculum taught by faculty from various program a~sas,
¢ which may be one reason why they experienced difficulty with knowledge integration,

S ey e e

; Lack of Attention to Teacher Conceptual Change ¥

Most teacher educators strive to help preservice teachers develop organized and
H coherent knowlcdge structures about teaching, but in most teacher education courses ;
effort is made to develop specific content and pedagogical knowledge (Wilson, Schul- 3
. man & Rickert, 1987) with little emphasis on overall teacher conceptual change. The
courses in which the preservice teachers in this study  ere enrolled tended to empha-
size content and pedagogical knowledge relative to eack course with little effort to :
establish explicit connections between new concepts and previously leamed oncepts.
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Lack of Emphasis on Becoming a “*Thoughtful Professional’

Most teacher education programs are suill grounded in traditional themes of i
teacher passivity, teacher c mpliance, and teacher behaviors associated with process- :
product rescarch findings (Anderson, Evertson, & Brophy, 1979) rather .1an current
themes of teacher-student interactior,, adaptiveness, reflection, creativity, experimen-
tation and conceptually based decision-making associated with contemporary research
: %: teaching (Clark & Peterson, 1986; Peterson, 1988). For the most part, the preser- ’
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vice teachers in this study were provided with information and experiences grounded in
“*process-product’’ criteria for effective . g such as drill and practice procedures,
mastering specific teaching behavinrs anu swindard operating procedures, rather than
criteria for becoming a thoughtful professional,.such as understandings of complex
classroom social systems and conceptually based adapuvc dec:sxon—mahng “This-may
explain why the preservice teachers’ knowledge structures *caded to be more proce-
dural, such as the knowledge structures of teaching technicians, rather man orgamzod
coherent and highly integrated, such as the knowledge structures of thoughtful profes-
sionals (Rochier et al., 1987).

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This study represents an initial exploration of the !sugitudinal development of the
knowledge structures of three preservice teachers as they completed a three-phase
teacher education program. While the resuits of this study may not be reflective of
the general population of students enrolied in Colleges of Education, findings suggest
that the preservice tcachers developed procedural, nonintegrated, course-specific
knowledge structures rather than organized, coherent and highly integrated knowledge
structures. A general lack of cohesion across the teacher education program in which

et bl T ¥ 3 o AL * N ams
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these students were enrolled, as well as a lack of emphasis on teacher conceptual 4
change and the teacher as thoughful professional may have heavily contributed to the )
R technician-like development of the preservice teachers’ knowiedge structures. “
; These results have implications for teacher educators, teacher edwsation research ’y
' and teacher educatior reform. First, teacher cducators need to break the faculty tredi- Q‘

tion of not engeging i collaborative discourss and coordinate individual feculty efforts
into an integrated program of study that emphasizes overall teacher conceptual change N
and cohesive themes of concephually based »rofecsionalisia. Second teachsr education 3
research needs to explore the effect of in _Jrated teacher education programs on the i
development of preservice teachers’ knowledge struciures. Firally, teacher education
reform efforts need to shift from focusing or suiface-level academic issues such as
degrees, majors, lerga of programs, grade point averages, test scores and program-
mati 1ssues to focusing on deeper issues such as the quality of instruction provided
across teacher education programs.
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A COMPARATIVE STUDY GF THE TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS
OF INFLL. .ITIAL AND NONINFLUENTIAL TEACHERS AND
READING COMPREHENSION DEVELOPMENT!

Robert B. Ruddell Marilyn E. Draheim
University of California, Berkeley University of the Pacific
Judith Barnes

University of California, Berkeley

Our understanding of the relationship between teaching effectiveness and compre-
hension development is of central importance to the improvement of literacy skills for
students at all levess of education. The centerpiece for this understanding is found in
the role of the teacher in directing instruction (Duffy, 1982; Durkin, 1978-79; Ruddell
& Harris, 1989); the current study focuses on teaching effectiveness in developing
reading comprehension. Specifically, the study examines instruction implemented by
influential and noninfluential teachers.

An influential teacher is that special person whom we recall in a vivid and positive
way from our academic years (Ruddell & Haggard, 1982; Ruddell, 1983). We can
often remember the name of influential teachers, their grade level, and even their
personal characteristics and teaching style. Most of us have been fortunate enough to
have had one or more such teachers in our academic experience. * . fact, research
(Ruddeil, 1983, Ruddell & Kern, 1986) suggests that high achievers average three,
and low achievers average one and one-half such teachers from the 30 to 40 teachers
they encounter between kindergarten and Grade 12.

An inuential teacher is defined as a teacher identified by a former student as
having had a major impact on the academic achievement and/or personat life of that
student (Ruddell & Haggard, 1982). Previous research (Ruddell, 1983) on influential
teachers, based on responses from former students, revealed five distinguishing charac-
tenstics. uses motivating and effective teaching strategies (45%), helps with personal
problems (21%), creates a feeling of excitement about the subject matter content or
skill area (15%), refiects a sense of personal caring about the student (14%); and
demonstrates adjustment of instruction to learner need (5%) The responses of high
and low achievers revealed nearly identical patterns across the five areas, indicating
that regardless of achie vement level, these students perceived their influential tea. hers
in a very simiar way. Most educators would perhaps suggest on an intuitive basis

"This paper was presented at Symposium 106, Reading and Leamning from Text in the Classroom

The Teacher Vanable. This symposium was dedicated to the memory of the late Proi__sor Harmry Singer,

University of Califomnia, Riverside.
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that these student responses reflect characteristics of highly effective teaching and that
such teaching should, in turn, produce higher achievement ievels. We wondered if
influential teachers would actually teach differently from ncninfluential teachers and
if, in fact, they would produce higher reading achievement ievels.

Three purposes thus guided the design of the study. These were: first, to icentify
instructional characteristics of influential teachers in contrast to noninfluential teachen
during reading comprehension instruction; second, to examine the way in which these
teachers develop instructional goals, instructional strategies, and monitor student re-
sponses during comprehension instruction; and third, to compare primary-grade stu-
dent reading achievement in influential teacher classrooms with that in noninfluential
teacher ciassrooms.

The rationale for the study is based on the Interactive Instructional Modei of the
reading process (Ruddeil & Kern, 1986; Ruddeli & Speaker, 1985) which is highly ‘
compatibie with the Singer interactive model of iearning from text (Singer, 1987). In p
both modeis the teacher is conceptualized as the critical decision maker, prior to and
dnring the instructional episode (Dreher & Singer, 1989). Our model (Ruddell & Kem,
1986) proposes that the effective teacher creates a highly motivating Instructional
Environment that actively engages the student through ianguage use, instructional
strategies, and the use of text-based meaning cues. This en".;ronment activates the
student’s Knowledge Control—a sort of mental switchboard— that enabies the student
to set a clear goal direction (affective state) and instructional p.an (cognitive state) for
the lesson, and also heips the student monitor whether or not the goal is being reached
~d the pian is working (metacognitive state). The student’s goal and plan, m tum,
directs the student’s memory search for knowledge and experience-based schemata
using Prior Knowledge and Beliefs reievant to the content being read or di.cussed.
Finally, the interaction of these processes leads to the Instructional Product, ranging
from comprehension to new knowledge. ;

It was our expectation, based on the Interactive Instructional Model, that influen- :
tial teachers would demonstrate more effective use of these instructional components ;
than would noninfluential teachers We thus hypothesized. first, that the influential
teachers would exhibit significantly higher ievels of performance on the Classroom )
Interactions Rating Scale (Ruddeli & Haggard, 1982), accounting for these model Y
~omponents, than would the noninfluential teachers, second, that the detailed analysis
of video recorded jessons would reveal a more precise use of the Knowledge Conirol
component, in the for— of instructional goals, pians, and mentoring, by the mnfluentiai
teachers; and third, that reading achievement for the primary-grade students n the
influentiai teacher classrooms would be significantly higher than reading achievement
for students in noninfluential teacher classrooms.
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Our studen- and teacher sampie for the study was based on an extensive data base
coliected 8 years before the present study. A research project studying the \mpact of
inservice training on teacher and student perfurmance had been directed by the first
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author of this study, over a year-long period. in a primary-grade school in a West
Coast metropolitan city. This research project used extensive videotaping of the 24
teachers in the school, under carefully controlled conditions, and standardized reading
achievement tests Lad been administered to the 522 students, ¥indergarten through
Grade 3.

Eight years after the development of this data base student records were examined
in the school district in the aitempt to identify the former students in the year ..§
study. Our search revealed that 132 students were currently enrolled. A questiounaire
was designed to facilitate the identification of teachers who were influential in the
academic careers of these students. Each student was asked to identify the teacher or
teachers who had significantly influenced the academic and/or personal life of the
student in the present and in nrevious years of schooling, assuming such a teacher
existed. Our analysis of student responses revealed 79 influential teachers from the
pnmary grades through the junior high and high school levels, with many teachers
identified by more than one student. All students who identified influential teachers
specified the teacher's name, grade level, content area taught, characteristics of the
teacher, and the academic or personal influence of that teacher.

From the questionnaire 4 of the 24 teachers in the original teacher population
were 1dent:fied by two or more students as influential teachers. These four teachers
thus constituted our sample of influential teachers. From the 20 teachers remaining in
our ongmal teacher population, 4 were selected at random to constitute our noninflu-
ential teacher sample. The instruct.onal samples selected for analysis consisted of a
video recording which had been developed in all ciassrooms in September of the
school year. Each teacher, kindergarten through Grade 3, had been asked to use the
children’s literatare selection, Alexander ind the Windup Mouse, by Leo Lionni, as
they would normally .¢ it in their classroom to develop comprehension skills A
group of & students had been selected at random from each classroom for the presenta-
tion, thus providing for a range of achievement levels. The lesson for the 8 teachers
averaged 20 minutes in length with a range from 15 to 26 minutes.

Two types of analysts were used in our study of the instructional episodes The
first analyss, related to the first hypothesis of the study, used the C'~ssroom Interac-
tion Patterns Scale. This scale was based on z.1 extensive research review of teaching
effectiveness (Ruddell & Haggard, 1982, Ruddell, 1983), and examined five instruc-
tional components each with a scaled rating from 7 (highly descriptive) to 1 (not
descriptive,. These components were. (a) Classroorn Comm: =ication, defined by
tacher-student interaction patterns, receiving-caring, clarifi. ation-resolution, and
awareness of student expectations-performance, (b) View of Self, defined by sense of
seif, enthustasm. locus of control, and control sharing, (c) Management Style, defined
by sense of purmuse and goal onientation, motis ativn and cooperation, timing-pacing,
and flexibility, *) Problem Solution Approach to Learning, defined by intellectual
cunosity, attitude tuward learning, sens“ivity to teachable moments, and questioning
strategies and response paticins, and (¢) Teaching Effectiveness, defined as the mean
of the four factors above. Observations of ti.e influential and noninfuential teachers
were wompleted independently by two trained ratess wita an interrater reliability of 95
The Wil...xun Two-Sample test, a nonparametric test, *vas used to test for statistical
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156 Literacy Theory and Research

significance (Marascuilo & McSweeney, 1977). The analysis was one-taiied and as-
sumptions for “his test of independence of observations within and between samples
were met.

Our second analysis of the nstructional episodes was descriptive i nature and
focused on &e second hypothesis of the study cuncemed with effective use of Knowl-
edge Control ¢ omponents in comprehension development. The components of the
Ruddell aad *.em model of interactive teeching {1986) consisted of Goal (i.e., teach-
ing objective, motivation), Plan (i.e., instructional stategy, comprehension levels
used), and Monitoring (i.e., discourse strategy providing student feedback and encour-
aging self-monitoring) (Ruddell & Harris, 1989). The content of thess categories
was inferred from the enacted data observed in the videotapes based on E..kson’s
microethnographic approach to the analysis of classtoom teaching encounters (Enck-
son, 1982) Descriptors for comprehension leveis useu were derived from the Ruddell
taxonomy of comprehension/thinking ievels (1978) and Rosenblatt’s theory of literary
transaction (1985). These levels are. factual (i.e., literal recail of information); inter-
pretive (i e , manipuiaticn of information to develop new meaning), applicative (i.e.,
transfer of information and meaning to a new situation), and transactive (i.e., encour-
aging the reader to become one with the meaning of the text or experience). This
analysis was conducted by two trained observers with an mterater reliability of .90,
and comprised the major descriptive part of the study.

Student achievement test data, related to the third hypothesis of the study, were
collected in September, at the beginning of the school year, and in May, at the
conclusion of the year The Metropolitan Readiness Test, Forms A and B, was admm-
istered to students in kindergarten and grade one, the ETS Co-Operative Pnimary
Battery consisting of Reading Comprehension and Listening Comprehension (Forms
12B and 23B) was used with students at Grades 2 and 3. Gain scores were calculated
" - students in the influential and noninfluential ciassrooms. Because the classrooms
had combined Grades 2 and 2 for cross-grade grouping instruction, the test data for
students in these grades were combined. By combining the test scores the separate
effects of uncontrolled variabies that couid interact unpredictably were minimized
(Issac & Michael, 1981) 'The gain scores were computed and contrasted for statistical
significance using one-way ANOVA with each analysis tested at the .05 level. The
assunptions of the independent observations and approximately equal variance were
met.

RESULTS

Instructional Charactenistics of Teac iers

Our {indings revealed distinct and s..wificant differences favoning the mfluential
teachers on each of the five variabies analyzed using the Classroom Interaction Par-
ferns Scale As noted in Figure i, significant differences were found for classrocm
communication (p< 01), view of self ( p<.02), management style (p<.03), probiem
solution to learning (p<.02), and overail teaching effectiveness (p<.02).

These findings provide strong indication that the teaching effectiveness of the
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Figure 1. Teacher effectiveness. Ratings of influential and noninfluential teachers.

nfluential teachers was higher than was the eff Iveness of the ncninfluential
teachers. f

Knowledge Control Effectiveness 3

Our descriptive analysis of Knowledge Control effectiveness revealed that the two
groups of teachers develuped instructional goals, plans, and mor...oring in distinctly
different ways. :

Instructional guuls. The abiity to develop mstructional goals operaticnalized in the
form of objectives and motivational strategies was markedly different Ti.. influental
wachers, regardless of individual teaching styles, appeared to have a clear understand
ing of how to 1dentify and select objective. geared toward developing an in-¢ pth
understanding of the reading selection. Stery mot., ation used by these teachers relied
heavily on interual dn,e motivations sech as mntellectual curiosty, self understanding,
aestheti. appreciation and problem resolution in the sty develcpment, and only
rarely used the external motivation of tcacher e..pectation The use of internal motiva-
tion, self-understanding, is llustrated 1n the question, ‘“Would you rather be a real
mouse (like Alexander) or a windup mouse “VillyY? Why?”’

By contrast, the noumnfluential teachers uv,.-.ves were often confined to devel-
uping literal u.._crstanding of the story using external motivation, that of pleasing the
teacher, by providing a teacher preselected and text-based literal response, for exam
ple, *OK, so which mouse here always gets screamed at?”’, **Why were they (the
toys) in the box?”’ ' 7
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158 Literacy Theory and Research

Instructional plans. A second difference was found in the degree to which the
lesson’s goals were related to and implemented in the plan of story development. All
of the teachers, influential and noniafluential, read the story to the students and asked
questions during and after the reading. The comprehension levels stimulated by the
questions, however, differed noticeably between the two groups ol teachers. The
influential teachers used interpretative and applicative type questions predominantly;
for example, ‘‘Why do you think Alexander (the real mouse) changed his mind about
being just like Willy (the toy mouse about to be throwr away)?”’, ‘Do you think the
little girl really loved that windup mouse? Why?”’, **What do you think the author
was trying to tell people?”” Factual questions occurred primarily for clarification of
meaning when needed.

The noniniiueniial teachers, on the other hand, concentrated neavily on literal
questions designed to verify students’ ability to provide accurate factual recall of
selected parts of the story. Althoug.. these teac...:s attempted, on occasion, to arouse
the students’ curiosity or develop aesthetic qualities in the story, they rarely pursued
a line of questioning to develop these features. For example, one teacher asked,
““What was Alexander’s big problem?” A student responded, ‘‘He wanted to be
loved ** The teacher then nodded approval and proceeded to an unrelated question
concemed with the nature of the lizard’s magic pebble, rather than pi-suing the

student’s response 1o consider ways we feel loved a.d express love, the central theme
of the story.

Instructional monitoring and discourse straegies. The third area of difference
between the influential and noninfiuential teachers was found in monitoring and dis-
course strategies used to guide the development of the students’ com:prehension. The
influential teachers appeared to have established an instructionad goal based on the
central stury theme. They then gently, but firmiv, used planned discourse strategies
to guide the interaciion to reach this goal. These teachers provided opportunity for the
studlents to express their ideas com ietely and listened attentively to stude..t responses.
Student responses were thus validated as these teachers listened with obvious interest
to what their students had to say and monitored further through clanf/ing and extend-
ing type questions Teacher responses were used, at times, to guide students back to
the central opic of discussion.

Although the influential teac*=rs Lad estabiistzd definite cornprehension goals
a~d implementation plans, they also responded rcadily to teachable muments to further
the lesson objective This is illustrated .in the following wierchange which occurred
at the conclusion of the story as the students were examining the collage-type story
illu-tration and a child asks, *“Which one is Willy?”’

T Can’t you tell?
Ci. No.
T. Idon’t know. It’s hard to tell. How could you tell them apart?
Cl.  Because he's a windup mouse.
T. Anything elsc about them that was different?
C2.  Yes, he had a key.
T. Yes, anything else?
C3.  Round—wheels.

T. Yes, maybe.
ERIC 170
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Kind of like an egg.
Sort of.
His ears were like two drops of tears.
Well, that's a good description~can you think of anything else about the way
Mr. Lionni chose to make the mice? Here's Alexander. Here's Willy (shows
picture of each).
Ons’s rounder.
. One of them is smooth and the other one’s reugh?
Becausc one’s a toy.
. Which one would that be, the smooth one or the round one?
. 'The smooth oue.
That's prohably the one I would choose~because } would think of a toy-(inter-
rupted).
Because a real mouse would have fur.
And so he wouldn’t be very smooth would he?
No, he would be rough with hair sticking out.

This interaction also illustrates the skillful use of clarifying, .xtending and ra.ing
type question. in the discourse to develop interpretive and applicative levels - " com-
~rehension.

By contrast, the noninfluential teachers used discourse stratcgies which were more
controlling in nature, more text-driven, and less responsive to teachable moments.
These questions frequently focused the students’ attent.un on specific aspects of the
story prompting a literal recail response. Students were guided to limit their responses
to short phrases which appeared to be des_oned to fill in the detal anticipated by the
teacher’s inquiry. These teachers also used a controlling strategy by directing the
factual recall question to a particular child. These features are iilustrated in the follow-
ing interaction.

What did you like about the story?

1 liked the part where he found the pebble.

You like where he found the pebble. Where did he find it, Timmy?
By a box.

Wh.ie?

By a box.

By a box. What were some of the things that were in the box?
Dolls-(interruption)

There were old toys in that box. Why had they been placed there?
Because they were old and couldn’t work

And they couldn’t work. What did they plan to do with them, Henry? Henty,
what did they plan to do with the old toys?

Thus type of interactior. r2flects a very limited repertoire of monitoring and discourse
strat. gies available for use in guiding the students’ thinking process to higher compre
hension levels.

Reading, Achievement Differences

Our analysis of reading comprehension achievement gains for students in the
influential and noninfluential classrooms, as presented in Table 1, reveal statistically
significant Gifferences favoring the influential teacher students at Grades 2 and 3.
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Table 1

Reading Comprehension Gain Scores (and Standard Deviations) for Students in
Influential Teachers' and Noninfluentiat Teachers' Classrcoms

Literacy Theory and Research

Influential
Teachers i{oninfluential Teachers
Achievement Measure N Mean N Mean F P
Metropolitan Rewding Readiness 7est— 28 1796 36 14.31 1.32  as.
Grades K & 1 (16.72) (8.81)
ETS Listening Comprehension—Grades 54 5.8 34 3.14 524 .05
2&3 (5.69) (5.08)
ETS Reading Comprehension—Grades 51 15.29 34 8.14 519 .05
2&3 (12.43) (15.29)

—

These differcnces were found for both listening comprehension (p<.05) and reading
comprehension (p<.05) for the two grade levels.

Although positive trend differences we: > present for students at kindergarien and
Grade | fo: th.c influential teacker classrooms, these differences dia not reach statistical
significance A clear testing limitation s present at kindergarten and first grade because
of cziling effects and the low sensitivity of read: ess tests in measuring reading com-
prehension growth This may account for the absence of statistical significance diffes-
ences.

DISCUSSION

Our findings, both qualitative and quantitative, suggest that the influential teachers
in the study were more effective in developing comprehension processes with their
students than were the nouinfluential teachers. Teaching effecti..ness differences,
related to our first hypothesis, favored the influential teachers on each of the five
teaching variables of the Classroom Interaction Patterns Scale ot statistically siguifi-
cant levels Three of the scale variables, Classroom Communication, Management
Style. and Problem Solution Approach to Learning, are intimately related to the devel-
opment of skilled comprehension processing (Ruddell & Harris, 1989, Ruddell &
Kern, 1986). The Classroom Communication variable reflects the teacher’s ability
to interact effectively with students by receiving 'nd clarifying responses, reaching
resolution in discussions, and in demonstrating sensitivity to student expectations and
performance Management Style reveals a clear instructional goa! orientation and the
effective use of motivation, a: ‘iming and pacing in the lesson. Problem Solution
Approach t. ...urning indicate . ability to stimulate intellectual cunosity, build a
positive attitude toward the topic under discussion, and effectively monitor responses
and use questioning strategies which foster higher level thinkinyg.

The statistical significance findings obtained for the interaction pattern scale vari-
ables were strongly supported by our descriptive analysis of the classroom mstruction
:3- *he two groups of teachers. The influential teachers were highly skilled 1n their
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use of Knowledge Control, as posited in our second hypothesis. This was revealed
through their use of clearly fornyilated goals and objectives which were closely linked
to and served to guide their irstruction. Student motivation was, for the most part,
internal in nawre ranging from intellectual curiosity to story problem resc'ution. By
contrast, the goals and objectives of the noninfiuential teachers were often vague in
nature and frequently nonfunctional in directing the instruction. Student motivation
was most often external and designed to provide factual recall, text-based responses
to fit the teacher’s preselected answer.

Although both groups of teachers used an instructional plan of ora. story presenta-
tion followed by questions and discussion, the comprehension levels emphasized were
markedly different. The influential teach=rs’ pian included the predo .nant use of
higher level inte. retative and applicative type questions and used factual questions
for claification. Their questions sought to favite the studen:s to become involved in
the story and to perceive story events from a nunber of viewj nirts, for example,
Alexander, Willy, and the little girl. The instructional p'an ased by the noninfluential
teachers, however, focused on factual level questions related to specific story details

Instructional monitoring and discourse strategies. in the for~ _f teacher-student
interactions and questioning strategies, were distinctly different betweer ‘he two
groups of teachers. The influential teachers used clarifying, extencing and raising type
questions 1 theirr monitoring type interactior. with students, promoting higher level
cumprehension processes which followed the clear development of the story theme
Wait time was us2d frequently to provide opportunity for comprehension processing,
enabling the students to express their ‘Jeas as comple.ely as possible Student feedback
and respunse validation was in evidence as the teachers ‘istened to students with keen
interest and followed with observations and clarifying, cxtending, or raisin, tyoe
guestions. The noninfluential teachers, by contrast, relied heavily on a cor.rolling
strate gy with focusing type questions at  ~ factual recall level.

We hypothesized that these Knowleuge Control components (Rudd:ll & Kem,
1986, should be directly related to and influence student achievement gains The data
related to our third hypothe... revealed statisticaliy :ignificant achievement growth
for both reading comprehensicn and listening cZnprehension at Grades 2 and 3
Although positive trend gain differences were present for kindergarten and Grade 1,
these difterences did not reach stal stical significance.

In wonclusion, our findings support the observations of students that their past
influential pnimary-grade teachers were highly effecuve teachers. The st.ly, while
exploratury 1n nature, provides insight into the relationship between teaching effective-
ness and comprehension development. Further, our findings support th. close connec
uon between effective use of the Knowledge Control components in teachirg and
reading comprehension development, particularly at upper primary-grade levels
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BEST IDEAS: SOURCES AND INFLUENCES

Sszra Ane Beach
University of Culifornia, Riverside

Where do ‘‘best ideas’’ come from? Are the ‘‘best ideas * research-based or
basically a product of conventional wisdom and strongly held beliefs? Have *‘best
ideas’’ changed over time as knowledge hes accrued about both pedagogy and reading?

The answers to these questions are neither simple nor straightforward. The choice
of a set of *‘best ideas”’ is a valu. .aden decision, influenced by a wide range of social,
cultural, educational, and economic factors. Research can produce ‘‘best ideas’’ or
it can produce ‘‘worst” ideas that are nevertheless implemented and valued. The
purpose ot this paper is to describe how “‘best ideas’ become valued by readirg
professionals, describe some of the sources of “‘best ideas’” for reading teachers, and
to examine 1f best ideas have changed over the last century. *‘Best ideas’” are defined
for this discuss.on as both the beliefs about reading and instruction and the teaching
strategies valued, encouraged, and utilized by reading professionals.

HOW ARE BEST IDEAS CHOSEN? i

In order for 1deas to become valued, they must first become known. Clifford
(1973) states that educational 1deas and research are thrown into and filtered through
the general marketplace of 1deas. They become known and accepted >y cultural diffu-
sion, ‘‘an obscure, ambiguous, often involuntary transaction systes whereby innova-
tions and 1deas are spread widely throughout some extendeu subsociety or the whole
culture™ (p. 25). If the research and ideas substantiate existing personal and group
upInions, they are accepted. If they contradict these opinions, they get neither no.ice
nor acceptance. Choosing and valuing an idea or practice, then, is dependent on the ,
existing opinions of the receivers of the knowledge. 3]

Other influences impact the a.ceptance of an idea as having use and value. Rogers
(1983) lists four attributes wh:ch affect the adoption of an idea into » value system. ;1
First, the ideas must be perceived as being relatively advantageons to the (ndividual
or organization. If the 1dea is perceived as being much better than what is already
believed, then it has more probability of becoming valued. If, however, it is perceived
as being only as good or worse than what is already bel. 4, the idea will probably
be discarded. A second attribute is the compatibility of the id.. with existing values,
past experiences, and present needs. The more comg..ole the idea is with existing
values and beliefs, the higher the probability of acceptance of the idea as a “‘best™’
. idea. The less compatible 1t 1s with ea.sting opinion, the less probability it has of
90 _ ‘
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adoption The third attribute is the complexity of the idea. The easier the idea 1s to
understand and implement, the higher the probability that the 1dea becomes valued.
The more difficult the idea is to understand, the less probability it has of adoption as
a best idea The fourth attribute is the degre. to which an idea may be observed or
experimented with If an iuca can be easily implemented or if its implementation can
be observed, the potential user of the idea has the opportumity to evaluate it before
making a decision about its effectiveness.

Best ideas, then, are chosen because they correspond with and confirm existing
beliefs, are perceived as advantageous, are relatively uncomplicated, and can be exper-
imented with Best 1deas for reading instruction would be chosen, consequently, by
reading professionals on the basis of which ideas correspond with their existing theo-
retical orientation to the rcading process and their beliefs about the type of instruction
that should be delivered (Kinzer & Camck, 1986). Harste and Burke (1977) defined
the th- cetical orientation of a reading teacher as the particular knowledge and belief
system a teacher hulds toward the reading process. This theoretical orientation would
include whether the teacher believed reading was a botiom-up, top-down, or interac-
tive process as well as whether reading instruction should be content-centered or
child-centered (Rupley & Logan, 1985). Those professionals who believe reading is
primarily a bott. 11 up process may tend to salue ideas which emphasize the goals of
word recognition and literal _..iprchension of the author’s meaning. Text-based or
content centered instructional ideas focusing on mastery of skuls would be valued
more highly Professionals whe beheve reading 1s pnmanly a top-down process may
tend to value ideas which emphasize the construct.un of meaning using the reader's
prior know ledge and resources. Instructional ideas which were reader-based and stu-
Jent centered emphasizing the holistic nature of ianguage would be valued more
highly Professivnals who believe that reading 15 an interactive process may tend to
value ideas which emphasize the interaction be. aeen the reader a... the text that ieads
to the construction of meaning. Both text based content-centered and reader-baseds
student centered instructivnal ideas en.phasizing both comprehension of content and
increasing reader resources would be highly valued.

An individual's theoreical orientation toward reading and reading instruction 1s
not the orly influence on the chowe of best 1deas. Another important influence 1s the
context of the teaching situation, the impliat and exphiuit social system of which the
teacher is part and which mediates tehavior (Barr & Duffy, 1978, Buike & Duffy,
1979) It indud=s “e nature of the students in the classroom, the cummercial reading
program adupted by the schoul, the grade and ability level(s) being taught, the commu-
nity surrounding the schoul, and the experiences of the teacher. Therefore, the choice
of best 1deas that a particular reading teacher chooses 15 balanc- ! by the .onstraints
placed on him or her by the cummunity, school, and classrvom 1n which he or she
teaches If the community and school advocate a bottom up, contesn-centered cumcu-
lum emphasizing the acyuizition of basic skalls, the best ide..  chosen by an individual
teacher may be more cunsistent with thuse deinands than with a more student-centered,
tup down cnentation, rcgardless of the beliefs of *ha. teacher. If the adminmistration of
the schod! requires the teacher to use only the commercial reading program adopted
b, the school distnict, he or she will have to adapt hus or her beliefs (especially if they
{0 Ltch the assumptions of the textbook) to the constraints imposed on him or
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her. If the students 1n the classroom are perceived to be low ability, tea. .5 will
often focy . on text-based, content-centered instruction. On the other hand, 'f they ar
perceived as being of high ability, the instruction uften becomes very reader-based
and student-centered. Pnimary grade teachers often have a tendency to focus on “2xt-
based 1nstruction (werd 1ecognition sk.ils) whereas intermediate grade teachers focus
more on comprehension. :

How do these theoretical onentations develop? Can they change? Stansell and ¢
Robeck (1979) studied the development of theoretical orier *ions among preservice
‘eachers. Students in various phases of a teacher preparato  .riculum in a university
were assessed throughout the.r preparation period using the 1acoretical Orientation to
Reading Profile (TORP). They concluded that theoretical orientations of the students
developed as result of the classes they were required to take and could change as a
result of the theoretical onentation of the professors under whoun they studied. Moore
(1981) agreed that wiule formal training p.ograms may influence the development of
a theorets.al onentation to reading dunng preservice training, this influence often did
not carry vver mto classroom gractice duning the first year of teaching. Reesag (1984)
found, however, that advanced level courses in reading did influence what teachers
did in the classroom.

Bean (1980) explored the degree to which a graduate course 1n reading would
update teachers’ existing beliefs and practices. The students in the graduate class
completed a self rating scale un theur teaching of reading at the beginning of the course
and again at the end. The coirse, a blend of psycholinguistic theory and practical
teahung strategies, was instrumental n updating teacher beliefs and practices.

A teacher’s beliefs and thevretical onentation, then, are formed as a result of the
carly councs taken during presenvice instructiv.. s well as duning professional courses
taken after certification. They are not static, .an change if a teacher is given
guidance and shown how to apply the beliefs tu 1 «cachung situations. Both preser |
vice and staff develupment tratning shuuld focus not unly on providing infrrmation |
10 teachers but also provide fullow up guidance in the application of the information J
to actual teaching practice i

|
|
|

P

WHAT ARE SOME SOURCES OF BEST IDEAS?

Best ideas come {rom several sources. One of the sources consulted most fre-
quently are a teacher's peers and the reading specialist in the school (Ruddell &
Sperling, 1968). Sawyer (1976) surveyed 200 pnmary-grade teachers chosen at ran
dom frum the membership of the International Reading Association to find out what
they used a5 sources for ideas and assistance At the top of the List were tewchers in |
the same schuol. Logan and Enckson (1979) surveyed elementary teachers and found |
that a one-tu Jne conference with the reading specialist was a preferred way to get
ideas to refine instruction. R. Rubinson 11979 found that Llasste - teachers get ideas )
frow local reading spevialists who share new information a. . rescarch findings simed
at solving common pro*'ems.

Another source uf 1deas arc university asses, methods texibouoks, inservice pre
sentations, and ‘‘experts’” i the field. Sawyer's survey (1976) revealed that profes-
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166 Literacy Theory and Research

sional textbooks were the second most frequently used source. Stansell and Robeck’s
study of preservice teachers (1979) showed that both the prufessor and the reading
course influenced the choice of best ideas. Moore (197 1) observed that both formal
training programs and professional books iniluenced reading instruction, but tat for-
mal training programs had less influence than other sources. Logan and Erickson
(1979) discoverd that inservice presentations provided ways for teachers to refine
instructional methods. The most preferred inservice workshops were training sessions
with consultants on specific problem areas, classes or workshops for college credit,
and presentations by reading specialists. Bean (1980) concluded that graduate classes
that were a blend of theory and practical teaching strategies were instrumental in
changing teaching practices. Pearce (1984) observed that busy teachers got their ideas
from inservice workshops as well as coursework and the textbooks accompanying
them E-ven the ‘‘experts’ are influenced by textbooks. A column in The Journal of
Reading entitled **Rea t.ngs That Made a Difference’’ chronicled the influence of
specific books on those 1eading prof-ssionals who are now considered experts (see,
e.g., H. Robinson, 1980; Harris, 1579).

A third source of best ideas are journal articles, professional meetings and research
(Pearce, 1984; Ruddell & Sperling, 1988). Sawyer’s (1976) survey showed that the
most preferred features of journal articles were activities for classroom use, enrichment
activities, and suggestions of materials for classroom use. Ngandu (1978} analyzed
the content of the International Reading Association National Conventions from
1962-1977 She discovered that the convention became more and more geared to the
needs of practitioners One recent book of best ideas, Becoming a Nation of Readers
(Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, & Wilkinson, 1985) is based on the most current research
on reading.

A fourth source of ideas is cc —mercial reading materials used in the classroom
(Moore, 1981) Shannon (1982) stated that teachers rely on the ideas in commercial
reading materials because they believe that the materials have scientific validity. Addi-
ticaally, they feel pressure from the school administration to use them.

HOW HAVE BEST IDEAS CHANGED?

Best 1deas in reading, in fact in all of educational practice over the last century,
have been influenced by a variety of economic, social, cultural, and educational
factors These factors °*lude the increased time spent in school by children, the
increasing flow of immig.ants into the country, the increased need for Iiterate workers,
the diminishing and then resurgent influence of religion, and e changing concepts
of child development. The schools did not initiate new practices because of these
changes They began to reflect the changing practices and beliefs about children as
well as changes in society. Table 1 summarizes some best ideas over the century.

Before the 1920s, the best ideas in reading instruction were the almost exclusive
use of oral reading and of drill The learning of decoding skills was emphasized. It
generally was believed that comprehension would occur if word recognition was mas-
tered Reading methods texts of the period emphasized oral reading and synthetic
phonics (A. Hoffman, 1983; J. Hoffman & Segel, 1983).
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Table 1
Best Ideas Across the Century*
1920s 193Gs 1950s 19605 1980s
Emphasis on read-  Increase dreadth Provision of ade-  Interrelationship Parental involve-
ing as a and efficiency quate experien- of learning to ment in early
thought-getting in instruction, tial background. read and role of readiag.
process. Acquire greater in-  Development in reading in per-  Stimulsting class-
Recognition of im- dependence in reading related sonal and social r00ms.
portance of reading. to other lan- development 2t Well-designed
wide experience Reading part of guage arts. all levels. phonics
to good inte-- unified Definite instruc- Make explict the lessons.
pretation. program. tion in reading close relation-  Interesting materi-
Increase in Development of rather than just ship of reading als for in-
amount, vari- basic reading tes? exercises. and the other struction.
ety, quality of habits. Directed toward language arts. More time for
reading mate- Intriguing materi- specific valid Continuous pro- comprehension
rials. als used. ends such as gram, each instruction, in-
Systematic devel-  Base instruction rich experi- level building dependent read-
opment and in- on capacities, in-  ences, broad in- on the previous ing and writing.
dependent use terests, aeeds of terests, enjoy- one. More comprehen-
of reading students, ment, and sive assessment
habits. growth in of reading and
New claseroom or- fundamental writing.
ganizat.on, reading ability.
Use of informal
tests to discover
needs.

*From NSSE Yearbooks (1925. 1937. 1949. 1961).

During the 1920s emphasis shifted to silent reading. Research began to make
itself felt, although the influence of the research derived more from the opinions of
the researcher than the quality or results of the research (Venezky, 1984). Thomdike’s
view of “‘reading as reasoning’” combined with the Herbartian emphasis on meaning
and content moved the view of reading io more than just word calling. Reading
methods texts began to emphasize the *‘look-and-say* methoud of teaching reading as
well as silent reading. A dichotomy arose between those who felt reading should be
taught as sequantial skills and those who felt it should oe based on the purposes of
the child (Paris, Wixson, & Palincsar, 1986).

Duning the 1930s the use of oral reading returned to the classroom (J. Hoffman
& Segel, 1983), alihough the eniphasis on silent reading continued. Reading methods
textbooks emphasized the systematic teaching of reading skills using the controlied
vocabulary of the basal readers (A. Hoffman, 1983).

During the late 1940s and the 1950s, basal readers, the Directed Reading Activity,
and round-robin oral reading became entrenched in the schools (I. Hoffman & Segel,
1983). The skills approach was favor:d, with stress placed on phonics instruction. Ly
the early 196%;, ress.ng methods texibooks were expanding to include discussions of
irdividualizativn, the .anguage experience approach, programmed instruction, and
finguistic readers.
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168 Literacy Theorv aud Research

In 1985, Aunderson et al. revieved the research on reading for the Office of |
Educational Research and Improvement. The result was Becoming a Nation of Read-
ers, which could be classified as the best ideas for the 1980s. g

Have values really changed over the last century? Not really. Those ideas valued
in the 1920s (importance of background knowledge, use of a wide variety of reading
materials, emphasis on reading for meaning, encouraging permanent inter~st in read-
ing, integration of reading with other subject areas) are still valued today. What has
changed over the years is how best to achieve these valued aims. What, then, has the
increased research in read’~2 contributed toward the formulation of best ideas or
changing values of reading teachers? It has served to illuminate the many aspecis of
the reading process as well as highlight the different paths leading to the same goals.
It has brought diversification to the field of reading. As Dewey said in 1929, ““Com- ..
mand of the subject matter and the scientific method . . . Libesates the *ndividual; it
makes for diversification rather than set vniformity” (cited in Clifford, 1973, p.3).
This diversification has led and will continue to l2ad to more 2. changing methods
to implement best ideas which will hopefully lead to better reading instruction and a
more literate society.
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TEACHING STUBDENTS TO LEARN FROM TEXT:
PRESERVICE CONTENT TEACHERS’ CHANGING VIEW OF THEIR
ROLE THROUGH THE WINDOW OF STUDENT-PROFESSOR
DIALOGUE JOURNALS'

Thomas V. Bean and Jan Zulich

University of Hawaii at Hilo

The process of enculturating future content teachers in the role of guiding stu-
dents’ learning from text occurs during required content area reading mettods classes.
More than 31 states currently require some form of content area reading course for
preservice teachers (Bean & Readence, 1989).

Most of these courses introduce students to an interactive model of leamning from
text that emphasizes the role of the teacher as a guide who carefully selects, modifies,
or enhances the text (Singer, 1987). The teacher is viewed as one who instructs and
leamns in a reciprocal relationship with students, making inctructional decisions prior
to and amidst the ongoing activities of a .essu... (Dreher & Singer, 1989; Schon, 1987).
For example, a teacher may develop three-level study guides and orchestrate small
group discussion of the guide questions. The role of the teacher as a facilitaior who
helps students cope with often unfriendly texts in mathematics, the sciences, and other
fields is the dominant philosophy expressed in many content area reading methods
textbooks (Readence, Bear., & Baldwin, 1989; Singer & Donlan, 1989).

Despite this national cominitment 1o content reading, O’Bricn (1988) argued that
**content reading professors wage a frustrating battle to convince preservice teachers
Z-om a multitude of subject area disciplines of the value of content reading instruction”
(p. 237). In O’Brien’s skeptical vi.w, these preservice teachers teject a content readizg
philosophy because of various competing subcultures. First, a student’s major "szi-
pline, whether English, agricuiture, or mat**matics, is a streng force in shaping p.rcep-
tions about teaching. For example, textbocks may be shunned by the discipline in
favor of practical “*hands on’* learning. Second, field-hased practica experiences in
schools exert a great influence on preservice teachers’ develupment. Preservice teach-
ers may hear about the value of guided teaching, three-level study gaides, and ceopera-
tive learing 1n their university content reading course, but in their school-based

This paper was part of a Nationat Readr. _ Conference Sympostum or '*Reading and Learning from
Text 1n the Classroom. The Teacher Vanable,” 1n konor of Professor Harry Singe. and his many contribu-
tions to rescarch and NRC. Harry was a good friead and collaborator over the years. His memory informed
the work of this group.
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pra~“um they often experience classrooms where an assessment-dnven curmnculum
places a premium on text explicit comprehension.

This dichotomy of university and school value systems has been a perennial
stumbling block in preservice programs. University faculty operate in a subculture
that awards a questioning stance while teachers are often rewarded for developing
orderly and productive classroom routines (Cherland, 1989). Field experiznces func-
tion at the level of an apg enticeship where preservice teachers try to adapt to existing
practices through imitaticn. The experienced teacher unctions as a skilled technician,
delivering instruction. In contrast, the education , .ofessor attempts to create a profes-
sional educator who reads journals, attends cunferences, engages in long-range staff
developraent, and ccntinues taking university classes. Cherland's proposed solution
to this dichotomy is to adopt a model of reflective practice that rewards both preservice
and inservice teachers for funct.oning as professional educators.

A third and important fa. _r interfering with preservice students’ acceptance of
content area reading was overlooked by both O’Brien (1988) and Cherland (1989). A
preservice teacher’s individual development plays a pronounced iule in the value
placed on the content area reading course. Individual de- elopment in this case refers
to the novice teacher’s *‘institutional biography’’ (2ritzman, 1987, p. 221), or the
memory traces of all the individual's school experiences. Some impressionistic data
collected by S.cwart and O'Brien (1989) suggests that individual students v. -y in
their perceptions of the purposes of the content reading course. These misconceptions
undoubtedly stem {rom the student's individual experiences in education and influence
their willingness to integrate guided teaching and _ontent. In the Stewart and O'Brien
study preservice students were asked why they felt a content area reading course
was required Based on a qualitative analysis of students’ :esponses using constant
comparison to generate catc sories, four dominant categones were constructed. (a) on
target, (b’ diagnusis and re.nediation, (c) self-remediation, and (d) no idea. These
research:rs found that 23% were on target, 34% saw the course as a way to leam
diagnostic and remediation skills, 39% viewed this as au oppurtunity for self-remedia-
tion; and 4% had no idea why the course was required.

The present study explored preser ice content area teachers’ changing views of
2 required course thr_ugh the window of student-professor dialogue journals (Bean &
Zulich, 1989) Students and the professor wrote for 10 minutes at the beginning of
class and then exchanged their journals for mutual response prior to the next class
meeting  Typically, six journals were collected and one student took the professor’s
Journal to rad and respon” to. The content area reading course involved a field-
based observation ai.d participation experience in jumor and senior high schools m a
multicultural community.

The case study method was adopted for this study (Merriam, 198%! We conducted
an intensive content analysis of three student-professor dialogu: journals representing
the following disciplines. (a) English, (b} agriculture, and (c) mathematics. Our
ra ionale for selecting these particular content fields centered ou the view that we
might expect a prospc.tive English teacher to be more receptive to a ontent an.a
philasophy while studenis in the disciplines of agriculture and mathematics might be
less revept've, given *he “ess text-bound nature of their fields.
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METHOD

% Subjects

Three siudents who kept dialogue journals over the span of the content area
reading course were selected for analysis. Pseudonyms were created as follows: Sarah
: in English, Lee in math, and Karen in agriculture. Sarah was a mature retutaing
.. student in her senior year with teenage children of her own. Karen and Lee were both
‘ seniors in their twenties and single. Sarah and Lee were of Caucasian ancestry and
Kai:n was part-Hawaiian.

Materials and Procedures

These 3 students averaged eight dialogue journal entries during he semeswer of
content area reading. Each was transcribed for analysis. We used 3 X 5 notecards for
mitial analysis and interpretation. In the initial stages of data analysis, both research-
ers, as a form of triangulation, independently read through the 3 studeats’ journal
emries from initial to final entry, teking notes on the 3 X 5 cards. Following Merriam’s
(1988) case s:udy procedures, we jotted down notes that reflected general impressions
during our reading and analysis. For example, a student entry that revealed some
trepidation about engaging in the first day of observation/participation in a school
caused us to jot down *‘student worried aboet going into a school.” These initial
notes were then organized nto categories. Ten categories emerged that encompassed
students’ comments. (a) acknowledging the value of content area reading, (b) attitude
toward reading, (c) specific content area reading strategies, (d) concemns typical of
preservice teachers, (¢) evidence of discipline-based subculture membership, (f) un-
certesity about teaching and one’s own ability, (g) immersion in the field experience,
{(h) change in perception of content area reading, (i) interest in political and profes-
sional matters, and (j) general comments o the professor. Constant reinspection of
the student entries resuited in the final development of 4 categories that subsumed
many of the elements of the original 10. The final four categories were: (a) value of
content area reading, which encompassed references to specific strategies and changes .
in perception of content area reading, (b) preservice thoughts, which inclue.d uncer: -
tainty about one’s own :zaching ability, (<) professional immersion, which included
eviden:e of subculture memuersmp and interest in political and proiessional issues,
and (d) attitde ioward reading.

RESULTS

A fieguency count of the number of times Sarah, Karen, and Lee made comments
1n the four categories was revealing. Actual swudent remarks at the sentence level in the
journals compnsed the data for this frequency count. Table 1 displays the frequency of
student comments 1n each of the four categories. These data reveal the diversity in
students’ reflections about ccatent area reading. However, the data require further
discussion to fully appreciate these differences.
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Table 1

Frequency of Student Comments in Each Category

Cawgory Sarah Karen
Value of Content Reading 10 7
Preservice Teacher Thoughts 7 2
Professional Immersion 5 3
Attitude Toward Reading 6 4
English Majo~

Sarah, as an avid reader, had 10 positive comments on the value of comaent area.
reading. For example, she commented, *“I’'m going to be spending soume fime with .,
Chaucer. I'd like to incorporate text previews with this unit and vocabadary preview.”” .
She knew and was able to discuss specific teaching strategies she considered incorpo-
rating in the teaching of English literature. Throughout her journal she grappled with
how best to integrate content area guidance and the time constraints of teacnag. In
the category of preservice-teacher thoughts, seven entries displayed anxiety about %
acceptance in the school. Sarah wrote, *'So now I know I’ll be out at Pahoa High:
School for my O.P. and hope I'll have a zreat English teacher to model after. Part of 2
me just wants to jump in and get involved with a real class and real students (enuf . .
already of the theories etc.). The other side of me anticipates with nervousness the
idea of being up in front of the class—30 pair of eyes critically scrutinizing the new

teacher!”’
Within the category of professional immersion, Sarah had five mentions. She - ;‘
wholeheartedly embraced her placement in a rura1 12th grade English class, immedi- <:
ately rereading Wuthering Heights, the initial text, and later plunging into her unit ;:;\f;
on Chaucer. In addition she occasionally commented on the education courses, with A
some displeasure at the amount of theory introduced. Dk
Sarah had a markedly positive attit.uc toward reading. She alluded to her own
positive view of pleasure reading six separate times. She commented in detail on the e
fantastic old copy of Wuthering Heighs she found with woodblock prints. She argued g
that we all need pleasurable escape reading, demonstrating 2ih an English major’s
perspective and a view espoused in the content reading course. j*p
Agriculture Major ’{
¥aren presented a distinctly different picture across the four categories. She men-
tioned the value of content area reading seven times but her comments seemed more
like platitudes than philosophical anchors for her teaching. I'ar example, she said she N
would use the many strategies leaned when she is a teacher. She also related these
comments to her own reading ability. Karen displayed a good deal of insecurity in ",
readirg throughout her journal comments. ;
Karen’s preservice-teacher thoughts consisted of only two mentions. She wrote,
“I only hope that P'll be able to provide a rewarding educational expe.ience to all Q;_,
183
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>~ students.” Similarly, in the area of professional immersion, che had only three com-
) ments.

Karen’s attitude toward reading consisted of four negative comments. She men-
< tioned a strong aversion to reading required texts but also a lack of time for leisure
: reading. ‘‘Never too late,”’ she told herself. This persona! struggle with reading was
a strong undercurrent throughout all her writing and thinking.

b

Mathematics Major

In contrast to Sarah’s keen interest in many d..aensions of content area reading
and teaching in general, and Karen’s focus on herself as a leamner and reader, Lee,
our mathematics teacher, came to us with a schema for teaching and .caming firmly
rooted in the mathematician’s subculture.

In the category encompassing how students valued content area reading, Lee
. made cnly one passing comment, which occurred in the first journal entry, and dis-
. played resistance. In this particular entry, Lee referred only once to the nature of the
. class, calling it a *‘reading course.’”’ In this same journal entry Lee provided the
. matnematician’s subculture perspective on content reading, commenting that, *‘stu-
dents don't read math texts except to copy an example.” Claiming to have reached
the level of ‘‘math ma‘urity’* where one sees the value in reading mathematical
materials, Lee admitted, ‘‘Even now, I don’t get overly ~xcited with reading.”” He
saw little productive value in having students write, co. ..ring it to be *‘the English
teacher’s job.”* His journal continued to demonstrate an avoidance of conteni area
reading.

Lee broached the topic of preservice-teacher thoughts nine times. His initial con-
cems about placement in an observation/participation assignment echoed those of his
peers in English and agriculture. He worried about being liked by the students while
trying to maintain a separateness he viewed as crucial for a teacher. He quickly
s embraced the role of an apprentice to the host math teacher, imitating the teacher’s
! approach.

Lee mentioned six professional immersion statements or questions that displayed
the st.ong pull of subculture membership in mathematics and the culture of the school. .
His entries were analytical. He often referred to teaching and learning in causc-effect R
terms, as in, **They're working hard and it is paying off.’’ However, like other novice
teachers, Lee valued teaching successes from a predominantly egocentric stance. Stud-
ies of preservice teachers suggest that they are often focused solely on personal needs
like comyp.cting the planned lesson and being liked by students (Fuller & Brown,
’ 1975).
: In terms of attitude toward reading, Lee ignored this dime.sion. He had no entries
that referred to is own reading abilities or interests apart from mathemaics, in marked
contrast to his peers in agriculture and English.
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DISCUSSION

t One of the most striking features of this case study analysis is the variability
in role perceptions acrc:s these three students. Although they share many of the
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~

Characteristics of preservice teachers, there i less commonality on this dimension
than we expected. Our interpretation of this variability relies on three important factors
that seemed to shape these students’ views of their roles as content teachers in relation
t0 the required content area reading course. First, the particular subculture of the
discipline does indeed, as O’Brien (1988) found, weigh heavily in how each of these
individuals perceive their teaching role. Second, the disparity between the culture of
the university content are .eading course and the school site interacts with the particu-
lar content discipline to induce an apprenticeship stance rather than that of a reflective
change agent (Cherland, 1989). Finally, a student’s individual development, consist-
ing of past experiences in school situations, plays a heretofore uncharted role in
shaping how a perscn will manage the multiple and often disparate cultures of the
discipline, the school, and the content reading course. We discuss each of our three
students in relation to these three competing factors.

Sarah, our English teacher, represents a discipline with strong links to the value
system of guided teaching. She readily embraced text previews and vocabulary strate-
gir3 that would illuminate the obscure language of Chaucer for her high school stu-
dentc  She displayed concerns typical of preservice teachers in terms of preparation
and acceptance (Livingston & Borko, 1989). Yet she was a mature, ¢ ~fiaunt individ- 3
ual with an "-stitutional biography of largely positive experieuces who departed from
the typical apprentice stance charted by O’Brian (1988) and Cherland (1989). Indeed,
this factor of individual development needs furiher study in relation to subculture
discipline and the culture of the scheol. “‘Lifelines™ (Jeweler, 1989) are student
created visual atobiographies of past experiences. These student-constructed drawings
provide a means of accomplishing Britzman’s (1987) recommendation that teacher
educators h~lp novice students reconcile their own educational ex; .ences in relation
to th=ir developing role as a teacher. In addition, as a research tool, they may shed
light on a novice teacher’s individual development when combined with dialogue
journal entries We are only beginning to eaplore this additional source c. biographical
information.

Karen, the agriculture major, displayed concerns about her own reading skill. ;
These concerns seemed to override subculture and school-based 1ssues. Stewart and :
O’Brien’s (192™ study found that 39% of their content area reading studen's saw the
course as a - ‘o self-remediate difficulties they might be having. Karen com-
mented that »ad “‘enormous amounts of readw. "'’ in all her courses, difficulty {
remembering what she reads, a~* requests for suggestions on how to solve these
problems It is difficult to speculate on how Karen's struggle with reacding might
carry over into teaching where modeling enthusiasm for reading influence: students’
attitudes ™~ 3 study of 1,000 preservice teachers’ reading autobiographies, Manna
and Misheff (1987) found that 28% of the students mentioned that reading was not a t
priority in the homes where they were raised, and this fastor caused them to lack
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confidence in reading throughout thei: lives. Karen mentione d she read romance nov- i
els at one time and now feels guilty about no' taking ume to engage in leisure reading.
In her field placement she worried about agriculture whese few textbooks are ¢

used As the course progressed, Karer. mentioned valuing the class, yet she mentioned
few specific strategies apart from an emphasi. on technical vocabulary.
Unlike Saraii, Karen is a more traditional college student without the extensive
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life expenences Sarah brought to the class. This developmental factor, coupled with
the subculture of agricultare where ‘*hands on’" learning is favored over texts, would
normally result in some tensiow. cver the philosophy of content reading. However,
because Karen focused on her own attitude toward reading and her own difficulties
with leaming from text, thi. :actor reduced the strong subculture alliances O’Brien
(1988) observed in his course.

Finally, Lee, our mathematics major, was most strongly influenced by the subcul-
ture of his discipline and the culture of the school. The content area reading course
was simply & hardle to be overcome along the way to becoming - math teacher through
imitation of an expert. Lee viewed himself as an apprentice to a mentor teacher whe
held the truth for one in math. Lee’s indifference toward reading in general and
content area reading in particular may have been partially related to bis individual
development, Like Karen, Lee was a younger siudeit, czught up in problems of dating
and breaking up, purchasing an old car, and finding his way But his journal reveals
a genuine alliance with the discipline. This alliance, in our vies, overshadows the
issue of individual development in Lee’s case.

Thus, we would argue that the issue of how preservice teachers go about inte
grating content area reading concepts with their individual schemata for teaching is
highly variable, Based on tiese case studies, we believe that the competing forves of
duscipline and schocl-based cultures, as well as individual development, play un-
charted roles 1n a preservice teacher’s efforss to function successfully within the profes-
sion. We are in the process of conducting, a long range study of our students’ dialogue
Jjournals at vanous stages in these novice teachers’ professional development to investi-
gate these factors in more detail.
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THE INFLUENCE OF LITERACY-ENRICHED PLAY SETTINGS ON
PRESCHOOLERS’ ENGAGEMENT WITH WRITTEN LANGUAGE

Sasan 3.Neuman
Temple Universiy

Kathy Roskos
John Carrall University

Of the range of activities that may engage young children in literacy, none is

pethaps more self-directed than play. As children discover and invent literacy through
:{  play, they develop important generalizations about written language &s a meaningful
i activity (Harste, Woodward & Burke, 1984). Indeed, recent rescarch suggests that
¢ preschoolers’ active involvement with literacy through play is an important develop-
mental stage in becoming literate (Goelman, 1984; Y. Goodman, 1984). In this capac-
ity, play offers enormous potential as a resource for literacy learning in the early
{ years.
; There has been a tendency, however, to overlook play as a curricular tool in
emergent literacy. Although Vygotsky (1978) hypothesized a central role for play in
literacy development, the traditional notion that children are not *‘ready to read or
write’* before schooling has steered educators away from promoting literacy behaviors
§ in play environments. Only recently, in fact, has play even been seriously considered
;. as a rich contextual setting for observing emerging literacy behaviors (Galda, Pelle-
: grini, & Cox, 1989; Jacob, 1984; Pellegrini, 1985; Rowe, 1989; Schrader, 1989;
Yawkey, 1983).

Overlooking play as a context for written language has had at least two unfortunate
consequences. With the exception of the book comner, print has not typically flowed
through in-school play environments as it may in many homes and community settings
(Leichter, 1984). Since it has been documented that children are spending an increas-
) ing amount of time in these early childhood settings (Kagan, 1989), fewer opporturi-
ties may be available for them to become involved in naturally occusring literacy
routines, such as going to the grocery store, the Post Oifice, and the library.

A second conscquence closely follows, By not using play as a context to foster
Iiteracy, professionals are missing out on opportunities v promote children’s emerging
concepsions of reading and writing from a developmental perspective. In postponing
written lenguage leaming to be taught more ‘formally”’ outside of a play setting, we
run the risk of having literacy become less contextualized and less functional, and,
therefo’e, less meaningful from the child’s point of view, making literacy leaming at
some later stage seem unnecessarily difficult and irrelevant (K. Goodman, 1986).

In contrast to these practices, we propose that play can serve not only as a
R ¢
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curricular ol in support of literacy development, but also one that influences it. If
afforded more opportunity to engage in literacy-related play, chi'dren may reveal and
share with one another their preferences and competencies, and in so doing, creat
the conditions necessary for socially mediated liieracy leaming. Indeed, play may
serve as an important resource for childeez | s explore their developing conceptions of . z
&

Y

the functions and features of priut in the preschool and primary school years, &
To explore this hypothesis, we designed a study to examine the influence of %
literacy-enriched play centers on preschoolers* conceptions of prat. Specifically, the .
: study addressed the following questions: (a) Do literacy-enrich. . play centers influ- &°
ence the frequency of iteracy demonstrations in the spontaneous play of preschoolers? ~_ #

(b) Do thesc play centers enhance preschoolers® concepts about print? (c) In what
! ways might physical design changes in the play environment mnfluence the nature of
o children’s print activities in play?

METHOD

Subjects and Setting -3

Thir  seven children (25 boys, 12 girls), ages 4 and S, from two urban preschool
; classes (N =20; N = 17), participated in the study. The preschool servea fanulies from
! diverse ethnic backgrounds (83% Caucasian, 15% Black, 2% Asian) and socioeco-
nomic status levels Both classrooms were in close proximity to each other, were
similar n spatial arrangen.ent, and included identical play areas. housckeeping,
blocks, small manipulatives, book and art corners. Few print . ierials, aside from

books in the book comer, w~re included in these areas in either classroom.

C e Se? 4 e s

The Intervention Design

To examine the effects of literacy-enriched play centers on children's Iiteracy
demonstrations, wie physical énvironments of both classrooms were redesigned. Since
design changes may effect children’s play behaviors mo.. broa¢*v (Johnson, Christie,
& Yawkey, 1987; Morrow, 1989), it was important that these 1 .a.ications take into
account existing spatial arrangements as well as common functions of reading and b
wriling among preschoolers as evidenced in our previous research (Neuman & Roskos, ;
1989) In this respect, an understanding of :he environmental setting 2s well as infor- :
mation from the child's point of view were considered in the intervention design. With
these con-derations in mind, five basic design changes were made 1n the classrooms.

b vw s dh o wn od e 4,
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I All play areas were more dramatically carved away from one anothe: wad clearly
marked uzing semi fixed features, such as cupboards, screens, tables and hanging
mobiles.
The labetiin,, of items in the physical environment was increased. For example,
storage bins for blocks and art materials were identified by illustrated and printed :
signs. i
: 3 Four distinct play centers were created. Post Office, Library, Ofiice and Kitchen. p
These centers, resembling activities familiar to children, might te easily linked to g
¥
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: lauguagc use by (h.n.';on tbcxr own tcrms ( R B
,34. ;The :acn_zal : physic’al ':xpaoc»:ms : m&g@um : aﬂo&v*<fdi:mdv=mch't,‘,bci\éeén—:the

xmlty of: spzclﬁc play oenters appeamd tp fostcr morc mgqxnec_l play,ﬁ;q
S.Jthcracy props were: msetted into ach play. ecntct, gm&d by zhpee
from our e2rlier wo~k. appropnatcness (observeu use by: young chxld;e
1ty (a real 1tem in the general’ enwromncnt), and utxhty (useﬁzlnws to chxldmn;m

thexr 1mxtat1vc literacy attempxs) .

Figure 1 illustrates the uesign of the play environments, along thh an abbmv;atcd
‘list of literacy props. -

cussszoom A CLASSRODM'B .
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Telaphone bocks Calendars

A telephone Appointment bt
Emergency nusber decala 8igns

Cockbooks Magazines for wailing
Food coupons rocs

Grocery store ads Asgorted forss

Pont Office Center Library Play Center

Stationery and envelopeo Library book return

Mail box oards

Computer ctnd addresz lsbels Cnildren’s books

Posters snd signs about 8tanps for borrowing
zip codes Book marks

Tote bag for nail Sign in/sign out sheet

Figure 1. The design of the play environmenis with literacy props.
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Procedure

Prior to the intervention phase of the study, three measures of literacy behavior

in play were obtained over a 2-week period. First, using an observational procedure

developed by Singer and Singer (1980), each child’s actions and language (verbaum)

were recorded during their spontaneous free play time for a 10-minute period on four -

separate occasions by two trained observers who were graduate students in language: E

arts. Using videotapes of preschoolers’ literacy in play from our previous study

(Neuman & Roskos, 1989), observers were trained not to interpret behairi;;;r, bﬁ'tfté-ff;' <

record what actually occurred during observational periods. A total of 40 minutés of

obseivation was recorded for each child, yielding 148 play protocols. Second, play

activity 1n four differeat aceas (housekeeping, book comer, art table, manipulatives/’

board games) was videotaped for 30 minutes, four different times, for a total of 2
hours per play area. Third, each child was individually administered the *‘Sunds’
booklet of the Concepts about Print (CAP) test (Clay, 1979).

Following these procedures, the physical play environments of each classroom
were enriched during nonschool hours with literacy-related materials. Over the next

4-week period, no formal observations took place as children became accustomed. to
these design changes. During these free play periods, ieachers and aides were encour-__ .

aged not to intervene or restrict any areas, but to allow children to freely move througl
all the play centers.

Using the same observational and videotaping procedures, children’s play was
ihen systematically observed once again during a 2-week period. *‘Stones,"” another
form of the CAP assessment, was administered to each child. :

Analysis

Play protecols were analyzed for evidence of literacy demonstrations, defired as
instances of reading or writing-like behaviors. Such examples included scribbling,
marking on paper, pretending to read, book-handling, or attending to print in some
manner. Bourdaries segmenting each play behavior that included literacy demonstra-
tions were established to allow for the coding of each demonstration. Two indicaters
were used to establish boundaries: shifts in the focus of the piay activity (e.g., switch-
ing from playing in the library to the kitchen), and shifts in interaction between the
players (e.g., a player initiates play/talk with someone else on a new topic). Coders

counted the number of literacy demonstrations for 2ach child during the 40 minuies .

of observation prior to and following the intervention period. Two research assistants
independently coded a sample of 20 protocols to determine the reliability of the coding
Procedures; intercoder reliability indicated .98 agreement. Differences of means tests
were used to analyze pre- and post-intervention changes in literacy demonstrations
and children’s concepts about print.

Videotaped play activ’'y was qualitatively analyzed using the ethnographic proce-
dure of typological analysis (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984). Play frames—play bound
by a location and a particular focus or interaction (Bateson, 1955; Sutton-Smith,
1979)—were established and 34 literacy-related frame= were isolated for further analy-
sis. Successive viewings of a sample of 10 randomly selected frames, prior to and
xfollowing the intervention, were examined to analyze in what ways the literacy en-
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richment may have influepced preschoolers’ literacy demonstrations and play be-
haviors.

RESULTS

Since there was no attempt at this stage in our work on the literacy snrichment
of piay environments to obtain a matched sample as a control group, the following
results are suggestive and should be interpreted with caution.

Findings reported in Table 1 indicate that the average number of literacy demon-
strations in play rose sharply over a 2-month period, with young children spontene-
ously using almost twice as much print for play purposes than prior to our intervention.
Children’s CAP scores, as well, rose significantly during this period Although it is
impossible in this study to suggest a causal relationship (i.e., literacy demonstration
**caused’’ higher CAP scores), these results do suggest that environments *‘littered
with print”’ can promote children’s interactions with' literacy.

Though these quantitative changes are important, the qualitative analysis revealed
a number of more subtle and complex changes in literacy demonstrations within a
literacy-enriched play environment. These changes were characterized by . trends
reported in Table 2.

One was the striking increase in the duration of literacy demonstrations. Whereas
demonstrations prior to the enrichment tended to be quite brief, those following the
physical design changes were far more sustained. For example, the average duration
of literacy-related play frames was about 1.7 minuts pricr to our intervention; follow-
ing the enrichment, these frames lasted approximately 5.18 minutes.

Related to this trend, was a marked charze in the density of literacy demonstra-
tions, that is, the number of demonstrations coded within individual play frames.
Following the intervention, these demcnstrations seemed to interlink, forming chains
of related literacy behaviors. For ¢xample, before enrichment there were few con-
nected demonstrations, averaging approximately 1.57 within z literacy-related play
frame; after enrichment, however, the literacy-related play frames contained on the
average of 9.0 literacy demonstrations. In fact, at times, the literacy demonstrations
in these chains were so closely conuected that they became almost indistinguishable
from one another.

Table 1
Efects of a Literacy-Enriched Play Environment: Mean Score Differences

Prior to Enrichment Following Enrichment
Variable M SD M SD
Literacy Demonstrations 1.51 1.95 2.83* 2.90
Conventions About Print 9.16 3.90 11.51%* 3.77
(Clay, 1979)
Q7 L **p<.001.
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*Duratii is méasured i minutes,

*p<.01. **p<.00).

A brief comparison of two play frames illustrate these two trends. For.
prior to enrichnent: ] ) .
Michacl is playing house with-Scott in the housckeeping area. 'He has 2 pigce-of ...
drawing paper and a‘box of markers. After the boys sit down at ihé table and confer
briefly. over thi paper, they begin (6 play with different colored markers, tésfing éach
color on the paper. They then.turn-to sorting . stacking:pots and pa
cupboard in preparation for cooking. R

All total, in this play frame, there was one literacy demonstration which:lasted
approximately 30 seconds. As indicated here, writing appeared’to.be the focus:of:
exploration, rather.than used in the service of the play more broadly.. . - . -

In contrast, literacy-related play themes in the ‘enriched play: ceiiters: dppeared:
more instrurnental to the play experience, and.therefore, scemed to set off-a-chain o
literacy-related demonstrations of longer duration. For example:

Michael and Scott are in the Office play center. They are playing *‘sign-up.%” '!‘hey
want people *‘to sign-up” for the homeless. Scott-has a'small clipboar and pencil,
He circulates throughout the classroom, asking different teachers and children to'sign-
their namés on his clipboard.. Michael remaios in the office. “writiag?” at the deské
Periodically he-looks up and directs Scott to ask someone;else. Fmaﬂy;@g,xggixn;;
with a list of signatures. Bosh boys. pretend to “‘enter’ ‘the-list into the ¢omputer,
Scott points to names on the list and Michael types. When done,.Scott removes the:
paper from the clipboard and is sent out again to gather more names. ’ :
This literacy-related play frame, lasting approximately 15 minutes, §qgg§§£s,~jﬁgt;
reading and writing activities became more integral and. useful to the.actual.flow:
the play itself. In fact, in this instance the print activities are the action.which bount
the play into a coherent theme. L 3
Upon closer examination, the typological analysis of these literacy-related:play. e
frames revealed five characteristics of change in the literacy demonstrations indicative: -3
of the aforementioned trénds. R
Literacy demonstrations in the enriched play centers became more useful; -or.
purposeful, and more unified. Children used literacy to obtain and convey information-
vital to their play schemes such as to**‘sign up*’ for activities and to “‘read”’ récipes, .
for meal preparation. Rather than incidental to the Play, literacy was:pressed.intox
service for some larger goal—the réalization of play purpose: o
Demonstrations became more situited. By licit-play contexts, such as the, Officé
cQ | the Post Office,: provided.distinct-frexiies of ‘references and: the literacy, props-in
LIt ceper srved as concret cussfor iteaey uses Contextua explicitnéss and props
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‘supported and helped to situate play themes strengthening the fabric of play ard
-guiding its course. Y'or example:

Hiliry and Dana are sitting at the table in the Post Office play-area. Before them are
envelopes, seals, stamps, and a mailbox. They are writing letters, then inserting them
in the mailbox at the comer of the table. They have repeated a *‘write a letter, put in
an envelope, seal, stamp, and address it”” procedure two times. They mail their letters,
retrieve them and then pretend to read the messages. ,

Suddenly, Hilary begins to scribble rapidly on her paper. She shows Dan'heér

f scribbles and Dana says, ‘‘Baby, you’re bad!”’ They both giggle and continue making

. - and sending letters to one another. .
Further, in contrast to the literacy demonstrations prior to our intervention that

; seemed frequently isolated and randomlike, these literacy demonstrations became in-

; " creasingly more interactive as children used literacy as a medium for social exchange.

X Kent and Ricky have been trying to get Dana’s attention for some time during the

- play period, but she has not responded. They retreat to the post office and decide to

” write to her. Huddli.z together, Kent dictates, *‘Dear Dana,”” and Ricky writes.

5 Finally, the note is finished and inserted in an envelope. The boys walk toward Dana

i at the office play center and pretend to knock.

¢

They approach Dana. *‘Dana! Dana! Here!” They hand over the envelope gig-
gling and covering their faces with their hands. She smiles, scans the envelope, opens
it, pretends to read the note, and returns it very carefully to the envelope. Kent leans
toward her and says, ‘*You wanna come over to our house?’ Then they both run back
to the post office and repeat the entire note writing routine.

Along with the greater interaction, came a dramatic change in role-taking as
children became postal workers, office managers, advocates of social issues, and
. librarians. In the following example, children are demonstrating their knowledge of
£ library routines and authenticating role definitions.

David and Scott are playing 1n the Library Center. David runs over to the teacher and

DL g T ATAE STE3 8% o
K > KIS
. »

£ says: *‘Mrs. G., want to come and get a2 book?”” She comes to the center.
Both boys help her look for a book. Mrs. G. selects Where the Wild Things Are.
3 Scott then *“‘marks”* a card with a stamp. David records the same information on a

‘ larger paper. Scott tells her that the check mark refers to the day she must bring the
3 book back.

In sum, rather than isolated instances of children scribbling or coloring, literacy
demonstratio - within the enriched play environment tended to become more func-
tional for these young children and more embedded in their play activity. As a result,
the play itself appeared to lend jreater coherence and meaning to literacy, supporting
the children’s exploration of its multifunctional nature. In short, as these two activities
interacted in the enriched centers, a new and more dynamic relationship between them
seemed (o emerge.
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The results of our study suggest that literacy-enriched play centers have the poten-
P O influence young children’s literacy activities mn early childhood settings. The
o L NC ttualized settings and ready availability of numerous literacy-related props ap-
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peared to influence the frequency of children’s engagement in reading and writing
activities through play. B
We would argue, however, that even more important than frequency, these en- .
riched play centers fostered more sustained and involved literacy interactions. In doing. . *%
50, the literacy demonstrations began to resemble what Heath (1982) defines as literacy; -3
events, that is, ““occasions in which written language is integral to the-natue of the
participants interactions and their interpretive processes and strategies”” (p. ‘50)..As.
these demonstrations appeared to gain event-like status, they began-to influence not -
only children’s participation in reading and writing, but the play itself. Througa chil: .
dren’s playful elaboration and uses of written language, play as a tool to make sense: <3
of and learn more about their world was enhanced as well. K
Our study, of course, cannot provide evidence that enriched play centers pecessar-
ily result in increased literacy learning. More controlled studies across varying groups
of preschoolers in different settings need to be conducted before svch weighty claims.
can be made. However, our study does suggest that literacy-enriched play centers,
can indeed, make a difference in children’s literacy behaviors through play. With %7
well-planned design changes in the physical play environment, play may become an %y
increasingly important context for the discovery and exploration of written language.
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Umver.sny of IIIino:s at Urbana-Champaag,, ) o,

Christine- McCormlck
o Eastern Illinois Umversxry )

There is increasing evidence that children from socxoculmrally dxverse homes in. ~
_ this country:are.at risk for school:failure .(Anderson: & . tokm, 1984; Heath, 83, P
" Teale;;1986), in patt because our scl‘ools place a hlgh value on the’dom.naht xmddle- v
-class.approach'to becoming’ literate; Teéachers: often expect. all sc‘xoo hxldrcn 10 be
ablc to parucxpatc in book reading discussions i ina sumlar manner and to have ¢ ,
eniced:similag’ literacy .€vents and practices with. their parents: Ye:, beca : famnhes e
. do.not éngage in identical literacy practlces or mteract with théir chlldrcn m thé same " e
‘ways,. children: come to school with varying knowledgc about hteracy and varymg - R
interest;in-its: ééquisiuon e i ?
How. xmght our public schools best meet the needs of chlldren with dlvcrse b c
.grounds: and- dxsposmons? One: hypothesis is that an early. and mtcnsxve EXpesire. to.
literacy. will lead to greater awareness of and interest in readmg and wntmg Howcvcr,
little.is, known about how to-identify chlldren who: mlght beneﬁt from eaAy !htemcy-
-experiences.in a school setting, how such a;program ought ‘10 be orgamzed of whaxf: ‘
might be oossxblo long-term; benefits. This study was set up to detennme thc effocnvo- ;
-ness of early and intensive. exposure to materials' dcsxgned to promotc cmcrgcnt read-
ing, in a language--and ateracy-focused progmm for at-rigk, preschool N
The study evolyed from the series of studiés (Mason, MeCormick &“Bha\(pagﬂ,_
1986; McCormuck & Msson, 1989a) i in, whxch the use of: easy-to-rocxtc ‘Little:BOOKS-
has been shown to match young: cluldren s intesast in: pnnt and:to’ hqyc :

g;poisi’tf?c,
impact on the early-reading skills of chlldren who typxcal!y do'not’ prosper under the
systematic basal reading instruction in school Sxmplc short- stoncs ‘were constructed:
to provide obvious connections between spoken and pnnted words«so tha,t 4 and 5.
year-old children could readily leam to recite the.books. 'Ihese matenals were. dcircl-
oped-:qa the context .of Mason’s (1980) devclopmental model of eariy. reaaing In th1s=
model Mason proposes a first level of rcadmg devclopment in whxch <childrén’ rééo"g'-‘v
nize, pnnt by using the-intent of a message thhm the. oontext of sxgr,a and labels. At;
this time. children begin to recognize and name lettcrs but do not use. lettcr mfonnauon' ‘
'to leam or remember- words. According €0 Vene:zky (1975) knowlodge of lcttcr namiés,
facxhtatcs,thc -process of reading by malong thc letters- mmodxately famxhar. Ehn
/ 10?4) argues - -that letter- ‘names give: xdennﬁablcfrefercnts with which to assocxate ‘
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phonemes. This initial level of understanding is followed by a second level of reading:
development in which children become aware that letters signal particular sounds and:
that these phonetic sounds, vsually beginning with initial consonants, can be heard in
words and used as cues for word recogrition. .

Children who have not experienced informal literacy activities that are compatible
with the first level of reading may be at risk for failure if they receive the typical:
reading instruction in kindergarten and first grade which emphasizes activities that -
match the second level of development. Walsh, Price, and Gillingham: (1988), found: . -
letter naming knowledge (Level I knowledge in Mason's hierarchy) varied widely in <
the middle of kindergarten and letter naming speed was strongly related to ’latgr;pr‘pg— IR
ress in reading. The Little Books are materials to be used in activities appropriate for :
children at the first level of early reading in that they oiler a meaningful, context-
supperted introduction to print which allows all children successful opportunities to
view and appreciate print and to behave like a reader (Mason & McCormick, 1981).

In the McCormick and Mason (1989a) study, a Head Start program in a small
midwestern city was supplemented with a Little Book Program. Half of the-groups
read and discussed six Little Books in school. These books were then mailed-to the
children at home, and another set of six little books were mailed during the kindergar-
ten year. The remaining groups received a similar amount of small group discussion
time and an equivalent amount of mail. Results at the end of the Head Start year
suowed that the children receiving Little Books readily leamed to recite the text and
that these children often *‘read’ the Little Books at home, frequently involving their
femilies in their use. These children also showed greater int2rest at home in telling
and hearing stories, trying to print, and trying to read than did children who did-tiot
receive the books. Follow-up on the children’s progress in kindergarten-showed that
the children receiving the Little Books were better at approximating the text with a
written-language-like story for both familiar and new Little Books and that they were
able to identify significantly more letter sounds than the control group. A parental
assessment of their child’s interest in literacy activities at the end of kindergarten was B
also significantly higher for the group of children receiving the Little Books. K

Although the positive impact of the Little Books was fairly dramatic, especially
the finding that these materials used in shared reading at school appeared to generalize
the acquisition of letter-sound knr ledge, a scrious limitation was that the number of &
3 children in the kindergarten follow-up was quite small. Thus a large-scale demonstra- ’
! tion was needed to substantiate these findings.

Although much research has appeared regarding the kinds of carly reading skills
many children bring to kixdergarten and first grade (e.g., Mason, 1989; Teale &
Sulzby, 1986), little syst.matic research has examined ways to break cycles of school
failure. Encouraging suggestions, however, appear in an edited book by Allen and
Mason (1989). Common themes include famiiliarizing by preschool teachers with the
tenets of emergent literacy and a wide array of reading and writing activities, and 3
encouraging them to become aware of the mappings of spoken language to written -
language. Building on these themes, then, our question is whether 2 Little Books i
Program, which allows children to discuss story themes and recite the printed texts,
provides a unique opportunity for emergent literacy progress.
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METHOD

Research Setting: The Early Start Program

The Early Start program is a developmental program aimed at individualizing
instruction and socialization for 4-year-old children deemed at risk for school failure
in the state of Illincis. The program uses several screening measures for entry. Cne
measure, the Chicago Early Assessment (Early Assessment and Remediation Labora-
tory, 1984) is a test of visual 2nd suditory discimination, finc and gross moto: .velop-
ment, and overall Janguage abilities. This formal screening measure is used in combi-
nation with family and social factors acquired from home visits and interviews. Should
a child score below a prespecified score on any of the subtests, or conxe from a family
setting in whick it is felt directed school activities would be beneficial to the child,
the child can be enrolled in the program free of charge.

The rescarch was carried out in two Early Start schools that were located in a mid-
sized urban setting. A teacher, full-time aide, and half-time helper worked togéther in
each classroom. The half-day program of instruction included whole class time, free
time, small group time, snack and recess. The teachers were committed to enhancing
overall language and concept development during whole class time when they read
trade books to the children, did calendar work, shared current events, and ¢ngagad
the children in music and body movement. During free choice time, which the teachers
called “‘Discovery Time,’* children chose from centers around the room, principally,
blocks, writing, fine motor (which included puzzies and game manipulatives), science,
dramatic play, library corner, art area, a sand table (which was often converted to
other textures such as water, com, and colored rise), and quiet or private space. The
children participated in a number of thase arcas during cach day, and informally
interacted with each other and adults while doing so. During small group work the
children, were grouped according to similar needs or strengths and participated in
teacher-directed activities. Throughout the day the children received individualized
attention in whatever activity they were participating.

In addition, the program was set up to involve parents in their children’s educa-
tion. The school held conferences three times a year where progress evaluations were
discussed with parents. The teachers conducted home visits and had “‘Parent/Child
Days™ 1 school when only children accompanied by a parent could come to school
They also provided parent workshops on parenting and school issues.

Participants

There were seven teachers and aides and three teacher helpers involved in the
study. Each teacher taught two classes of children, except for the head teacher who
taught one class :n the afternoon and whose aide served as the teacher in that classroom
during the moming. Each class had no more than 21 students and in all, 240 childrea
from 12 classes participated in the study. Complete data were available for 232 chil-
dren, and all aralyses are based on that smaller number. All of the children were
identified as at risk for school failure. The majority were from low sociveconomic
status families, and an approximately equal number represented white and black cul-
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tural groups. Boys slightly outnumbered girls. There were 52 girls and 63 boys in the
treatment group and %7 girls and 60 boys in the control group. Fewer than 10 children
spoke a Janguage nther than English at home. '

Materials

The Little Books (McCormick & Mason, 1989b) are books designed for promot-
ing beginning literacy development. The books consist of 6-9 pages with one simple
line drawing per page and words or phrases that closely match each illustration. The - ;
books are storics, as defined by Prince (1973), in which an cvent: culminates-or - -
changes or the initial theme finishes with an enjoyable twist. For example, the story- 5
Snowman depicts the building of a snowman. Each page adds & feature to the illustra-
tion until he is completed. The pages read, **Cne big snowball. Two big siowballs.
Eyes and nose Great big smile. Hello Frosty!"* The books are writtan about familiar
topics for young children and feature hiph frequency content vrards. These characteris-
tics combine to make the books simple, predictable means for engaging young children
in discussions that emphasize meaning and print awareness and acquisition of new
knowledge about written language features. It is important to emphasize that the Little
Books were developed to complement, rather than to replace, language and literacy
activitics or trade book reading. The Little Books highlight print and meaning at a-
level where young children can begin 10 make connections between the spoken and
written word by developing independence in print awareness and the act of reading.

Procedures

In May of the preceding school year the Little Books were introduced to school
personnel and procedures for their use discussed. In September another workshop for
teachers was hela and follow-up visits were made with each teacher xhen she began
using the Little Boris to insure fidelity to the treatment. Background data on families
were collected through a September home visit by the teacher.

The 12 classes were grouped into moming and aftemoon classes and then three
from each group were randomly assigned to either the treatment or control conditions.
Teacher influences were controlled by having each teacher serve as her own control.
Each teacher taught one class including the Little Books as a small group activity,
and one class without using them. For example, one teacher used the same following
small group activities for both classes. sink/float chart and materials, making necklaces
that demonstrated the concept of three, using tools, and puzzles. She added Little
Book reading for her Little Book class by shortening the small group activitics.

The intervention began in mid-September, and continued throughout the year for
all weeks longer than 3 days, with a book per week shared, resulting in 28 books
being read and discussed On Mondays, the teacher introduced the book with ber
enlarged copy to small groups of students. She showed the cover, requested predic-
tions or discussed the illustration and title, and then read it aloud to the group. The
children were encouraged to join in the reading when they felt comfortable. After one
or two readings to the group, the teacher enceuraged the children to read it with her,
first as a group, and then individually. Sometimes children took turns reading each
Page: other times, they were encouraged to read the whole book *‘by themselves™ o
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:in subgroups (e.g., the boys read to the girls or vice-versa). Mistakes were gradually
P comected through rereadings and by teacher.directing children to the words, such as
. pointing while reading. Harsh, immediate comrections were aveided, especially when
‘. the meaning used by a child was the same as that conveyed by the text

On Wednesday the books were reintroduced and reread with small groups. During
- these sessiors discussion of the book topic and individual reading attempts were made
s by the children. On Fridays, books were read as a group.and the teachers. d&sxgnﬂ:l-
i book-related tollowup uctivities. Some of these activities weré punt-rela:ed -sich ds
> writing a class story similar to that of the Little Book, whereas others were text- but
3 not print-related, such as making a class snowrnan mural to hang in the hallway wbcn.
the book was about building a snowman. At the end of the week each child in the
Little Book classes received an individual copy of the book to take home and share
-~ with family members. This extensive practice with each book was a critical feature
of the program.

All children were individually assessed on two measures: The Test of Eady
Language Development {TELD) (Hresko, Reid, & Hammill, 1981) and an emergent
s literacy criterion measure, drawing on the Beginning Educational Asscssment (BEA)
* (Mason & Stewat, 1990), which assessed print concepi development, letter knowl-
:  edge development, end reading ané writing developmzat. The TELD was chosen to -
: measure overall language development and consists of measuring form and content of ;fé
language in both expressive and receptive modes. The emesgent literacy measure was
develupd to pinpoint changes in letter, word, and book concepts. Reading and writing
development subtests were added to the emergent literacy measure for the spring
testing. Tests werz given in September or October, and 1eadministered in April. )

After the Little Books program was initiated monthly observations of all classes ¥
were held to account for literacy activities other than those surrounding the Liitle
Books as well as to account for how the Little Booxs were being used. A second
parent questionnaire was collected in the spring to acquire infornation on home liter-
acy ncluding children’s interest 1n reading and writing. The Litile Books program
ended in the middle of May at the end of the preschool program for that year.

RESULTS

The first question we asked was how children progressed in literacy development 3

over the course of the year. Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics over the year

: for the three dependent measures that were given at the beginning and end of the
school year for the trextment and control groups combined. At the begianing of the
year all groups were comparable, and over the year substantial growth occurred for §
overall Janguage development (TELD), print concepts, and letter knowledge. Writing :
and reading abiliues, measured in the spring, showed that the children were also
cmerging as readers and writers. +*
The principal question was, however, whether the treatmen* influenced emergent :
literacy development. End of year means for language ability, print concept knowl- 2
) edge, and letter knowledge indicated that children in the treatment classrooms had ;
s+~ “cantly higher posttest scorzs over contro} classrooms on letter naming, F(1,
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224)=13.70, p<.01. Thure were insignificant group d.fferenaes in prmt concepts asd.'
no differencs in language abilities. as measured. by the' TELD., .
To test: for treatment ¢ffects it is also. importint.to- consider. the. vamtgl‘
group of; ‘actors because lzteracy coricepts cannot be: comple:cly,xsolateq f
other. They mteract and infiugnce éach otherin s yet unknown ways.: Bcfon; il
inga muluvaruste analysxs of ‘variance, vanablm were- ﬁrst conekted to unccht

R O

remove. overlappmg constructs The correlauons pruented m Table

measure correlations-were within the'low to moderite range, mdxcat:ng dig;,;be ce
structs being muasured were: falrly distinct. and could be mcluded in: e muluvmaw
model. K
A multivariate analysis of variance: {MANOVA) compamd studcnts ,0n. a setof:
dependent variables: language ability; -print’ concepts, letter: knowledgc,{wnim :
reading. After several iterations, the best-fifting. model. uised the.. following :se
mdependent variables: children’s pretest-language and luex‘aéy"knowledge, intemt_m :

ntcmcy *(based on beginning-of-year: home- mtervxews),uproblems dunngéteg-‘mhng
(such as refusing to answer vcrbally), gcndcr and interventiofi condmog (il

treatment or no). This model was. significant thh Wﬂkcs Lambda Mult;yg;iate F(40;
961)=38. 08, p<.{ 001 Momover,vtbe mdependent vanab!es as-a.sef! conmbu:qd
significant effects for each of the languagc and htcracy conccpts measired.:Multivari-..”
- o ks, 224) tests were sxgmﬁcant beyond the 001 level for leuer know!cdge«'fl 8_‘[
, [ MC [anguagc -ability = 481.49; ”prmt couccpts

--'137*17.,




dgnt vanabl&s mwere dctcrmmed through umvmatc anady
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edze

vcrbally, had-4 de}eecnous“cﬁ'ect fc;r those. couoepts masumd'

Prishex IR aotes

Conseqm:ntly, those children who refused onthe pretest to answez. vetbaﬂy pesformed

I e L i

_pootlyon: p‘osttﬁt language-and xzadmg megnxgts Also,: the;p wete f
for letter knowledge:and vintmg, with gils dGoing b 3
‘Nok.surprishagly, a child’s interést.in resding and writing ne inflienced .
hmcyconcepcs,butnotoveralllanguagegomepts Acmldwhoeugagedﬁj, ading,
ang writing ziay. athomcdidbeﬁcronmogm gandnammg letters,hmdh’ﬁgbqok
and wr-.txng SOF .course; it is- impossible-to; dctermmc it" intesest promo!ed ability or
-ability. promioted interest, but a relationzhip- bawcen the two Mg found
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CONCLUSIOVS
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l P\lchesemum dcmonsmtethatan mfomal;haredbookmadm mmumcnooks

A ruio providsd by enic | Parpdipsivea

will enhanoc cermm ;28pects of e-rly literacy. developmeutdo: Srisk p:mhool c!ul- .




-Univdriate. F Tests-with F(I 224) for Language and Luemcy Concepts

~ YIRS

V I.angu’age Ablllty
Prctzst . 33,578 2
cm_d Interest 3.05 . 4.29+
Gender 1.70 . 9.31%

Print Concepts
Pretest 8.52%% : 30

Testing Problem 9.83%* . 1.07
. Constant 20.37%*

*p<.05. *9p<.0l.

young children has a significant relationship with subsequent readmg prog‘rgs,ss("‘..hn, -
1984; Mason, 1980; Walsh, Price & Gillingham, 1988). The fact that the Little Books’
intervention contributed to the critical early. reading: sklll ‘of 1étter. nanungumdtcatcd
that the majority of these preschool children:were at th 1mt1al level of readmg‘ 'Ibe
children were context-bound and. using the.n .messages’ ‘within thé: -context of 00k

to gain access.to the mdlvxdual letters (Mason, 1980) Thus,.the anlem ware, .
helping childrén to build foundanons for more convenuonal hteracy abilities: The act
that lctter knowledge can be enhanced: through sharmg thc Little Books especxally
when-few, if any, direct attempts were.made to teach, letter knowlodgc, supports the,
hypothesis of levels of development. and the role.of context-supported reading as on
of the earliest forms of print -awareness- (Mason, 1980). The. thtle‘Books program
helps to develop beginning print awareness iri a. m:zaningful, suppoitive context. The.
simplicity of the books makes it-possible for the children.to oonnect mfommlly thc
graphic symbols and letter names.

The Little Books provide an important, perhaps: cssennal, balance in a; prcschool
literacy program. They balance the importance. of:the print and the story, ‘Few- tmde ,
books offer this balance because their rich story lmcs and long texts, though fostcnng
language and lxstcnmg comprchensvon, are not m.endod to make print concepts acces-..
sible. Smiolkin,; Conlon, and. Yaden: (1988) have begun to. look at:the. learning:that
occars from prmt-sahen‘ bocks "and found that whcn pnnt 1s ; ! from the text,,
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In,smmnary sunple books can show uscful conmcuons}bgtween,

T

wnh abrief and familiar Story Tine. to supply & meaningfil

R

only a few words on éach page, and strong.pictire 5 % o eac ':
X caneasz.yleamtoreadtaet.xtand!ousctbe

gemensber the text oa sibsequent readings; Thie materials guide y

T o Y

.. that brief but »ssentxal perxod when ietter name and basic pnnt
flhxs rcsearcn mdl:ates that cmteu-suppomd madmg. w‘hschdra 5 0 §
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-boo!: what on thc page lS pnnt, that prmt camw meamng, e ‘)‘ b hey are fu

. ‘of pnnt in the. home however, is not sufﬁcxent for chxldren to aoq -
: jthey mast also take part in interactive farmly expenences thh pnnt an& I

" farilies: (Heith, 1983; Teale, 1986). In contrast, nuddle-class chxldren start ‘schiool

DN e

almady familiar with letters and words, and 2ble to- glean usefnl “informal mati
rlookmg at books and Ixstemng to stories. Sincg most school basod ptograms are, . geared

Ay

toward xmddle-class chﬂdrcn, a msmatch betwcen thc llteracy acqugcd at home "alid

kmdergarten—y.ar Little Books Program aimed at encouragmg parent-chxld and
-.teacher-child-book reading.

The. thtle Books (McCormick & Mason,. 1990) ere designed to. cap;tahze upon
what childres know. ‘Specific features of the books include the: fo!lowing.,\(a) tbey are
thematic and contzin familiar topics to increase the.child’ s expectation that fext. should
make sense, (b) they are’written. using everyday h‘gh-frequency content: words to
facilitate links between spoken and written’ language, (c) there is 8 stron g fit betwecn
illustrations and: text to make clear that both text:and: pichire { ftame the moaning, (d)
they are wnttcn using phmses and sxmple sentcnoes to prornotc comprehcnsxon at thc

'Thu research was supported by grants from the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation and the Office of
~President, Mamorial University of Newfoundland
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(lif‘goff 1986) underlies the presentation and pracuoe of theMbooks
.clnldrcn “Confiden ce v Ty

R T e

The objecuve of the present’ study Was-to. determme whethcrs.a beneﬁcxaldeff
on. chlldren s: hteracy developmeng accnues_from. the use:of: thc Lmlc,‘ Books
i =mdergmen chiildren; -and whether there are. dxfferenual effects accordmg
©mént type, commiunity status, and school type

METHOD ol
Sample

The studv was conducted in Newfoundland Canada. Access in: pnnc:ple to:aps. + Ve
proximately 40 schools from three school boards was granted We grouped the schools

M»v o
st

into rural village (drawing students fmm only one small’ commumty), mral collector

SEATRS

(drawing students from a number of small communities; in an area); and M Urban.
communities were-not large by many- standards But they typxcally hdve. ¢ gither.:a:
hosgital or-a medical clinic that provides emergency or short-term care, 2 ﬁggoh\zilylm at
least one bank, a.library, a shopping center, and other amemtxes assocxated With.an: 5
ursan center. The rural communities typxcally have one. oritwo small grocery 'r.\,
gen-—\ stores and a post office. From each of these groupmgs, four schoo s were.
randomly sclected From each group of four, schools v 2re asslgncd randomly to. one:
of the treatment groups (home, home and school, sznool, and control) ) . )
Of the 12 schools, 6 hud one kindergarten class, and 6 (4 of: the urban schools
and 2 of the rural collector schools) had two kindergarten classes but the same tcachcr .
When a teacher had two classes, both received the seme treatmeént. o the- urbgn
schools, class size averaged 17 children; in the rural collector schools, classx
averaged 18; and in the rural village schools, class size averaged 20, The overall class .
size averaged 18 children. All children attended school for one-half day. In each-
school, all kindergarten children participated in the project. In all, 18 classes. ftom 12
schools and 325 kindergarten students participated. Complete pretest and posttest data
were obtained for 309 children.

Instruments

Three tests were used: The Metropolitan Reading Readiness Test (MET) (Nurss & o
McGauvran, 1987), the Circus Listen to the Story Test (Circus) (Educational Testing L
Service, 1976), and the Emergent Literacy Concepts Test (ELC). The MET and Circus, .
are widely used group tests, and the ELC is an individual test desxgned for the study il
to acquire more detailed information on emergent literacy than provnded by. the group: .

tests. ’
The MET measures auditory memory, letter recognition, and language. and listen- 7~
ing; the Circus assesses recall and interpretation.of oral language; and the ELC deter- -

mines whether children have acquired such basic concepts. about print as’ 1dent1fy1ng .
the front of a book, giving meanings for wurds (for, cxample, bird), and classxfymg,, 5
{e.g., ‘‘What are some foods?’’). The group tests have two levels of dxfﬁculty MET >
Ul and Circus-A were used as:pretests;. MET-2 and Circus-B as posttests. The ELC

g,w IR
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has two forms, the différence being that ELC-2 includes two sets of items not on the
‘ELC 1: reading wozrds from the Little Books in and out of context.

g Pi-ocedures

per week, complemented the provincially prescnbed Language Development Progmm

.. There were four. treatmient levels.

In Treatment 1,a control group received no Little'Books. ;

In Treatment 2 (use of Little Books at home only), a new book was given to cach
child at the start of each week -for the child to take home:and read: with. parents
Parents’ cooperation was solicited beforchand and a demonstration, using-a video of
a parent and child working with set..! books, and an explanation' of the matenals
was given. Also, a set of guidelines adapted from McCormick and Mason (1986) was
prepared and given to parents. The guidelines provided the following mformatlon
overview of the project; description of Little Books packet; general pointers; sugges-
tions for reading the Little Books (make a cozy arrangement, talk about the main
idea, read book aloud, have child help you read, and encourage child to read ofien);
suggestions for improving parent-child interaction; suggestions for use of the.color,
ccunt, and opposites books; suggestions for use of ABC books; and recommendations
for making books with children (tell a simple story, give stories a snappy ending,
choose words and phrases carefully, and organize the pages of the book).

In Treatment 3 (use of Litue Books both in school and at home), a different book
was introduced by teachers each week. Prior to the first week, teachers attended a
workshop on the project and were given a set of guidelines drawn from McCormick
and Mason (1986) that included the following information: introduction to the early
literacy intervention program; how to prepare for the lessons; procedures for using the
Little Books (opening, modelling, tryouts, and closing); how to follow-up after the
lesson; and general pointers. Teachers were asked to follow this routine: on Monday,
introduce the Little Book for that week by reading it to the whole class like any other
story during reading time, on Tuesday to Thursday, work with smaller groups of
children one group at a time and assist each to read the book; or Friday, ask each
child to read the Little Book, and send the Little Book for that week home with each
child. Approximately 10-15 minutes each day was devoted to the materials. Parents
were instructed as in Treatment 2.

In Treatment 4 (use of Little Books in school only), teachers proceeded as in
Treatment 3, but did not send the books home.

Pretest data collection. Pretest data was collected from mid-September to early
October, 1988. MET-1 was administered to each whole class over 7 sittings, each
lasting from 10 to 15 minutes. Circus-A was administered to groups of 5 or 6 childien
and took about 25 minutes. The ELC-1 was administered to as many randomly selected
students from each class as time permitted. Testing time for ELC-1 was approximately
30 minutes per student.

Posttest data collection. MET-2, Circus-B, and ELC-2 tests were administered

in late May to ea.ly June, 1989, following a testing schedule similiar to the pretest
cr:;edul(,

0 S
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RESULTs

Means, standard deviations, and sample sizes for MET and Circus pretests and: ,:2*5%
posttests by treatment and site are presented in Table 1. We note, four-conclusions i
from these data. First, sample retention was >89% for all ‘cells. Second; all méans -
were >1 SD below the U.S. norm. Canadian norms are unavailable on thesé measures,
but there is little reason to believe that they :would:be substantially. diffcrent from
those of the U.S. Thus, on average, these enteting Newfoundland kindergartriers s
at risk of school failure. Third, on average, urban kindergartners scored higher.onall .7-
measures, and village and collector students scored about the saive, Fourth, differ- .~
ences in posttest means are not related clc arly to treatment. s

A planned multivariate analysis of covariance on these data was ot possible .
because there was a significant TreatmentX MET-1 interaction in the two-way . .
ANOVA with treatment and MET-1 as factors and MET-2 as the dependent variable. N
Instead, a multivariate linear regression was performed with MET-1, Circus-A, treat-
ment, and site regressed on MET-2 and Circus-B. Results are presented in Table 2.
The strongest predictor of MET-2 and Circus-B was MET-1. Moreover, both pretests
were significant predictors of both posttests in the univariate and multivariate tests. i
Neither treatment nor site had significant effects on either posttest. However, there %
was a significant MET-1 X Treatment interaction in the univariate case with MET-2
as the dependent variable. The interaction occurred as follows: in the home and school

; and school only treatments, students scoring lowest on MET-1 performed worse on -
MET-2 than the control group, while students scoring highest on MET-1 performed N
better on MET-2 than the control group; for the home only treatment, students scoring
, lowest on MET-1 scored higher on ME1-2 than students in the control group, while g
5 students scoring highest on MET-1 performed the same as students in the control 2
group. N:
- There was a significant MET-1 X Site interaction in the multivariate case. Urban .
£ students scored highest on all tests. The village students scored higher than the collec- 5
< for students on both pretests but lower on both posttests. ‘

The MET is not overall an emergent literacy test, but a measure of ability to
achieve in school. Thus, it could be argued that use of the Little Books should
not affect MET scores. However, performance on some subtests, such as Beginning
Consonants and Letter Recognition on MET-1, and Beginning Consonants and Sound-
letter Correspondence on MET-2, ought to be improved by the Little Books since
the books expose children to meaningful print. An ANOVA using treatment and the
sum of the aforementioned METY-1 subtest scores as factors, and the sum of the
aforementioned MET-2 subtests s the dependent variable, showed no treatment by
MET-! subtes! interaction. A subseuent ANCOVA controlling for the MET-1 sub-
tests showed significant treatment (p<.001) and MET-1 subtest effects {(p<.001) on
the MET-2 subtests Post hoc compasisons using Tukey’s HSD test showed that ad-
justed posttest means for all three treatments (home only=14.1; home and
school =16.2; school only = 14.6) were significantly higher than the adjusted posttest
mean for the control group (12.5), and the home and school adjusted posttest mean
was significantly higher than the adjusted posttest means for the home only and the
" school only treatments.
v E TC Table 3 presents the means, standard deviations, and sample sizes for the ELC-
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12.2

18.2 5.7
36 36
Village 35.6 14.7
13.9 4.7
15- 16 A6, -
Urban 45.8 15.0 426 . 289,
14.5 29 13.1 ~ 60
31 31 30 300 .
. Home/School Collector 47.8 13.9 42.0 - 225 -,
- 14.9 4.3 15.3 2 S
3l 3 30 b S
Village 38.5 12.1 36.8 9.5 - L
14.1 3.4 142 68 -
17 17 17 16 T
Urban 43.1 14.8 464 - 260
13.9 5.7 13.6 1.0 .
- 28 28 27 1 R
*s  School Collector 36.3 12.8 34,2 X
o 14.5 4.9 149 83
3 22 2 2 20
Village 42.2 14.5 41.5 21.6
12.9 3.8 113 8.0
22 2 2 2 .
Urban 38.5 12.8 312 214
18.2 4.7 15.8 78

35 35

31 31

.1-and-ELC-2 tests by treatment. Performances on: ELC-1- are: approximately: equal
Howevcr, on ELC-2 the control.group scofed lower than: ali three treatment groups .
whxch in tum scomd appmmmately the same. ANOVA results showed 1o u'eatmcnt by~
. & inferaction. An ANCOVA contiolling for ELC-1'showed significant treatrdent
‘ [*NCW) angd’ ELC 1: cffects (p<.001).. P"ost hoc:¢ comparisons usxng'l‘ukeys HSD = i
- mwed that ‘the adjusted posttest ‘means: for all treatmcnb groups (bomet,
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. 0’133-

17950 -0, m
-0.613- ©  -0.032°
-2.227 =g

~3.404 -0:199
3.416 ‘0219 °

"-0.154 ~0.367
0.113 0.274
0.0 Q217

0.110 0.289
-0.162 -0.472

0.308 0.241

(by Home/School) -0.129 -0.100

(by School) -0.096 ~0.073

Circus by Site

(by Village) -0.221 -~0,190

P (by Collector) 0.258 0744
= Constant¥s 7.247
R-squared 0.674

*p<.05 for MET-2. ®p<.05 for Circus. “p<.0S for multivariate test.

Table 3

Means. Standard Deviations, and Sample Sizes for ELC-1 and ELC-2 by Tredtmens.

-’ N -
M fege ok LAt T

ELC-1 ELC-Z . .'__mi..

Treatment X SD n - X- ST TR
Contro! 80.0 23.9 18 128.1 34:8 187
Home' 85.7 25.4 19 1687 43.0: 3
‘Hoime/Schnol 93.2 30.5 - 25 172.6 86 2
School .~ 813 212 T ‘164 3‘ L. ke .6 %
o> T g T w3
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o, tect 4 hypothesxs that the sngmﬁcant effect Wag.ah- amfact ofm posttesr ;
,_:measure specxﬁeally designed'to be responsive to the Little: -Books, the- analy LI
» repeated: with the items directly J related to the Little Books nemoved from:- BL-..-Z A %
Jess‘“sxgmﬁcant treatment effect (p 079) was: fouod : ' R
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DISCUSSION |, .
*OveraIl Performance

: On average, the Newfoindland kindergartners studied are at risk of school faxfute
N They perform like some mmonty groups, about 1: SD below the norm, s tesult consis-
" 'tent with the results of the Scutham News Survey (Southam Ncwspapemeup 1987),;
~in which Neirfoundland was repored to have the highest raté of basic.and functional
v llhtemcy in Canada (approximately 44%). andthh acluevement on the Camdmn”’l‘cst
* of Basic Skills: (King, 1981) (administered: nauonally at. Gmdes 4, 8; and 12),*011._
which Newfoundland children score consistently-below the C&nndlan nanonal norh
.(Department of. Educatxon Newfoundland:and . Labrador. 1989) School chlldremm ,
»  Newfoundland “‘expérience persxstent dxspropoxuonate school fmlure" (Ogbu &
- Matute-Bianchi, 1986,-p. 73) in a manner similar to- some ethaic minorities’in the
"* United States and Canada. However, given:that Newfoundlinders do-not; be!ong to
" _-an ethnic minority in Canada, the explanations of their scbool fmlu:e fome us'to’ look
beyond the visible features of ethnic and cultural minorities to the undeﬂymg behefs, )
attitudes, and expectations that Newfoundlanders hold about fiteracy.

Only the briefest summary of some of the social, polmcal ‘and economic factors
. that may influence contemporary literacy levels in Newfoundland are possible in, this
. . paper. Placing value on literacy is a recent phenomenon in- Newfoundland, wbcre‘
< compulsory schooling did not take effect until 1942 and was uot enforced untﬂ the.
mid-1950s. Most early settlers were unlettered fisher-folk from. . Englend, and Insh
unnugmnts from peasant stock. The ruling British: fishing admirals were mterestcd‘
primarily in their own wealth and not the security and mdependence of -the. early
settlers. Settlers were forced to cxchange their yearly catch of fish for food ead
supplies, creating a subsistence form of living. Despite attempts by early missionaries
to establish schools, it was not until the middie half of this century that the pefceived
need for literacy became widespread. Before that time, most employment was ﬁshmg,
there was no established context for literacy because the -arly seitlers did not need or
perceive a seed for it, there were too few cchools, and access to educanon was mmted
because of a small population in a large number of isolated.commuinities scattered
along 5,000 miles of coastline. As a consequence, most.of the parents of the chxldren
in this study belong to only the first or second generation ‘of’ Newfoundlanders to
experience compulsory schooling. Even so, many did not complete school, and defer
to the schools in the job of literacy.development. It is in such a context that the low

© _achievement in Newfoundland:must be understood.

- ERIC ’ ~

5*"«'*

4
»
l‘\:.

ﬁ‘*at

‘ .
e M L et




Y L G R T < el i IR EE

206 Literacy Theory and Rescarch”

Treatment Effects

The lack of treatment effects on either the MET-2 or ircus-B were at. ﬁrst :
disappointing. Face validity judgments indicated that the tasks required by the tests -
were of the type that beginning readers should be able to do, and this that the Lmlc L%
Books should iead to higher pezfommnoe on thexn It seems, however, | that thc cffr,ct %

P aior

of the Little Books is more specific. The ELC-2, which was dcsxgned to:measure " 4
directly the knowledge the Little Books were intended to fostér, wis quite responsive. .
to the treatment. Even when the items specifically related to the Little’ ‘Books were: 4

removed, a significant though somewhat diriniskied ¢ffect was found, mdxqaung that: 2N
the result generalizes beyond the Little Books themselves. This led us to hypod)esiw -

that there would be an effect of treatment on those subtests of the MET. that releted: -2
to emergent literacy. The results confirm this hypothesis. However, the’ fact mmuns ;
that the Little Books are intended in the final analysis to improve children’s reading; 8
taken as the construction ~f rcaning, and reading in this sense was not meacured by, . 8
any of the instruments. Thus, comparisons between treatment levéls at the end. of .
subsequent grades, when measures of meaning construction can be used appmpnately,

are quite important.

Interaction Effects

The MET-1 X Treatment interacuon, showing that the lowest achieving students . -
profited most from the L:ttle Books when they were used at home only and the highest
achieving students when used in school only, helps support the hypothesis that the
home has a crucial roie to play in literacy development. It can be assumed that the
students achieving the hignest upon entering school already have had a rich home
literacy experience This experience typically promotes knowledgc of a metalanguage
about literacy (words such as “‘title,” *‘story,” ‘‘word,”" “‘printed"*) that forms the
basis of the language of instruction that teachers presuppose children know (Tem-
pleton, 1986). So, those children from homes that encourage such a metalanguage are
at an immediate advantage, because they can undce. :and teachers’ talk. Children who
come from backgrounds that do not promote this metalanguage are highly likely to
be at a disadvantage, given that the schools will assume they have it. However, those
low achieving children using the Little Books in their homes, where knowledge of a
metalanguage of instruction would likely not be assumed, probabiy had for the first
time an opportunity to leam this metalanguage and consequently were able to profit
more from school instruction. Without this home intervention, the schools might have
continued to presuppose a knowledge of language the children did not possess. This
metalanguage hypothesis also would explain why higher achieving students were able
to profit more than lower achieving students from the Little Books used in school
only.

Although differences between urban and rural students come as no surprise, it is
a challenge to understand the MET-1 X Site interaction, showing that students from
collector schools scored higher than students from village schools on MET-2, having
scored lower on MET-1. Some research suggests that a school presence in a comuu-
nity is instrumental in supporting aud transmitting the significance of education (Spin-
dler. 1987) Some children in the collector schools are from communities that have
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PARENTS’ PERCEFHONS OF CHILDREN’S READING AND
' ] ,,IN‘“A'WHOLE-L:;NGUAGE

Beverly J. Bruneau, 'I‘Imothy V. Rasinski, e.nd Rlchard P.
Kent State University -

" meaning, on the processes of prediction, sclecnon, oonﬁrmanon a_md self-cqx_recnon ’

. and on the. functional uses of reading and writing. “The mle ofthc Mch_cr i ‘who:
:3..  language programs consists of creating stimulating leaming mvxronmnts pmvxdﬁag )

" relevant materials, and bemg a source of encouragement and support fof youngreaders
. and writers.
The role of parents, too, is increasingly recognized as crucial to suciessful school
- experiences. In her review of research on parental involvement in in schodls and learn-
. . ing, Henderson (1988) reports that the role pareats play in facxhtaung smdent 1mprovc-
ment is undeniably important. From the horme environment to school .nvolvcment,
when parents are actively involved in positive ways, unpmvemcnt in student achxeve—
ment follows. ‘Moreover, Williams ‘and Stallworth (1983-84) found-that pmnts do
seek active and substantive reles in their children’s education.

In reading, the substantive role that parents can play is being increasingly recog-
nized (Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, & Wilkinson, 1985) Rasinski and Fredericks (1988)
reviewed the literature on parental roles in literacy instruction and have suggeswd a
set of principles to guide that involvement which include: making literacy activities a
. regular part of family life involving real reading and writing activities, creating uné
] supporting an informal home literacy environment, and capitalizing on and fostering
-, children’s internal interest in reading.

Although they acknowledge that parental involvement is critical, whole language
advocates have not explored adequately the full range of issues that are related to
parents. Parental perceptions and support of cumriculum changes foward a wiole lan-
guage orientation is an area of particular concern. Parents are not always aware of
innovations in curriculum and may resist efforts to change an existing curriculum they
have viewed as wholly satisfactory.

The puzpcse of the present study was to determine parents’ perceptions of a
kindergan‘en program in the face of change toward a holistic Janguage/literacy.curicu-

Q@ o the beliefs parents have about htcracy learning influence their acceptance of
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The participants i in the préséat descriptive study, wmp\mntéof’él
Ain-dn all-day ki at 2 university-based child development cenier.

serves: approilmatcly 175 chﬁdren from infancy thmugh kinderga
pnman!y -from- middis o upper-mxddlc SES: ‘families. The. o.amc;ﬂ

..pf.vwhw.. s

based on' me pnnc:pla of “dcveloizmentally appropriate pracggg’f fo youngchildten

as outlxwd by. the Nanonal Assoc:anon of Edlmtors of Young Chzldmn
1987) Clesm are o

,,,,,

-

program ‘the. same program used il nearby pubkc schools T ,mgith&su%§
1988, th.newlyhmedhndergaﬂentcacher aatedachangefmmﬂusktter 3

A VAT

program to a wholé:-language approach; a. change’in curriculum enthusmsucally -

A

cepted by.the center dicector. Parents were informed of this curriculas,

ot S tx e

p it

change fhioagh;
a fall newsletter, and-the program.was forma]ly explamed to- parents at the:annual:,

pid 2
e A

Parent Orientation Mesting held in October In; addmon, many parents spokq Ainfor-
mally with the kindergarten teacher during confcreum and the tcacher reported talkinig

about literacy learning during these individual meetings frequently-and thr&;ghmﬁ ‘
year.

Data Collection and Analysis .

In May a letter was sent to parents oftthSchﬂdmnattcndmgthehndergaxtc
asking for parental percptions of their child’s reading and  writing develo 14 ggnn N
the kindergarten year. Nine parents, ail miothérs, voluntéerad to be. mtqvwwuf
May or June. Four mothers had older children who leamed o résd through.
*‘traditional -approach.”” Thiree of the mothcrs ‘were’ teachem and :5:othérs: had-corti; -
pléeted or -achieved some college edaw.uon. The interviews: were, conducted by.the: 7
three principal researchers who. were: afﬁhated with: the- umvmxtyybufnot w:th thie:
center. Open-endad interview. questions were. duigned to elicxt responses in thgpar
en(s” ‘own -words (Sprailey; 1979), (Table-1.contains the interview. pmtocol) The
QO erviews were audxotaped MWMEfm analysns.
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Each interview was analyzed through categorical analysm (\pradley, }229) i o
. ” which domains were constructed and organized into taxoromies. Angmdmd&él case'
+_was-constructed for each parent based on the categoncal analysm "Each: of the: mne

W _‘cases was then searched for themes relevant to the: researchijestions.

RESULT'S

Beliefs About How Children Learn to Read and Write

) Each of the parents began by describing early home factors they believed were
" important for htetacy development. All 9 mothers stated it was important to have
books available in the home and all believed it was important to. read | regularly to
their young children. For example, Mrs. H said that both her children Ieamed to read
through *‘cxposure and being read to> (Transcript 5). All parents reported that they
read nightly with their children at home.

Five parents mentioned that not only did they read to their children, but that they
also believed it was important to encourage their children-to try reading during these
- regular reading sessions. Mrs. N described a pattern of ‘‘sharing’’ the readmg of a
’ .. book with her child, ‘‘Iwould read it first, and then site would read, Then she’d fead
it over and over again’’ (Transcript 7). Mrs. D described a similar pattem, “,Usually,
he’ll want to read a book and then he’ll want me to read a book™ ('l'ranscnpt 4).

Four parents stated they believed an important- component of children’s leaming
=, to read invoived parents modeling reading behavior. Mrs. A summarized, ‘‘My hus-

" band and I model reading a lot so that she would grow to think reading is the natural
thing to do’* (Transcript 1). Mrs. D stated, *‘Both my ‘husband and myself read a lot”
(Tra,nscnpt 4).

The role of phonics in early reading was mentioned by 5 of the parents; although
their opinions varied. Mus. S. believed most strongly in the mponance of a, Ysystem-
atic phonics program’’ as a way of preventing 4 failure § in readmg She stated that her
daughter knew the letters and sounds because she had taught her pnor ‘o kmdcrgarten
Mm B believed that children learned dxffcrently, “Some leam by- 31ght and. some by
S matic phonics approach” (Transcnpt 2).'Mrs. M thought phonics had no place
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ty storc Shc’s read ‘Coke’ on cans and when she was 3 orf s
signs onTV*" (Transqnpt ). )

Five pamnts mientioned their-children .were- involved ‘m ;vnﬁng noieé ar
famxly membcrs Often the children pnnted thesc noa:s themsclv : v;'i

commented on how she was now approaching her youngest chlld’s attempt acreggl;pg,
“I am less compulsive about how children spell and I am less; apt to. correct a ‘wiord
read”’ (Transcript 9). Mrs. A felt more confident that what she: mnnnvely,dxd at homc
was helpful to her daughter’s reading development. ‘I thought I was domg it (va.lumg
pretend reading) to make myself feel better. I knew there were a cotpie of gu'ls who
were really reading and so I thought I should work with her in a more systematic
manner. I thought maybe I need to sit down with her and finger each wordon a piece
of paper. It (the year’s experience) reassured me that what I was doing was okay’° ;
(Transcript 1).

Did the Whole Language P'ogram Match Parent Expec:‘ations? R

of a kindergarten hteracy program and the kind of experience their child cncountered Iy
daily in the kindergarten program. However, this was not entirely true for 2 of thc
parents.

v

Mismatches with expectations. Mrs. K was initially concerned that her son would
not be properly prepared for first grade. During the course of the school year, she
changed her thoughts, aligning her beliefs with the kindergarten program. In descnb- %
ing her change in feelings, Mrs.K emphasized the importance she at first' attributed ’
to phonics instruction. Her three older children had had = phonics-based kindergarten .-
program, and she was concerned about the work her youngest son v as doing: InA o
kindergarten. She was worried because she did not receive **feedback about her son’s, Y
performance” in a familiar manner (i.e., workbook pages). The lack of a systematic .~
phonics program did not match with her expectations of & kindergarten program Wthh
“‘prepared” children to be successful in first grade. Even at the year’s end, some
doubt remained, *‘I am uncertain. The kindergarten program in our district used ‘Létter- e
People’ and emphasized sounding out and my son is not good at sounding out”’ g
(Transcript 9). -

However, by the end of the year Mrs. K appeared to balance her worry about her
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.Earems® Perceptions

;son’s lack of ability tc “‘scund cut” werds with his excitement about books and
rcadmg, which was greater than that of her other children. Spec:ﬁcally, she menticned
his : :attitude toward reading and feelings about hlmself “He wash't - afraid’ to rcad
i.books" [Transcnpt 9] ‘Mrs. K spoke very posmvely of the nsk-free en"

‘s 'okay if he gets the nght teacher and the nght envxmnmcnt" (Tm:scn )
: Mrs. S, a remedial rcadmg teacher, on the other hand remamed ﬁrm in ‘her belief

‘that the new program was poor because it did not tcach phomcs in-a systcmanc
fashion. She attriouted the failure of her junior high smdcnts tc alick of foundat:on
. in phenics. Furthermore, Mrs. § was concerned about the problem of poot self-esteem

which she cbserved concurrently with lack of reading progress. “Anythmg you can
do tc prevent a child from feeling negative about reading, you have to do’ ('!'ranscnpt
8). According to Mrs. S, a systematic phonics program in which chxldren pmgress
through clearly defined skills is the best way tc prevent failure in n:admg Mrs S's
two older children had learned to read through a *“letter of the week” pmgram and
from her perspective not only learned letters well, but enjoyed it. “The chﬂdren eat
food associated with the letter and do a lot of positive things like singing gnd dancmg
(Transcript 8). In contrast, Mrs. S believed that her daughter’s whole-language experi-
ences were not enjoyable, describing her child as being extremely frustrated with

:nted spelling. She felt it was unfair to ask children to spell before they had leamed

their letters. Mrs. S. believed this experience endangered her daughter’s self-esteem.
She considered withdrawing her child from the program, but decided to have her
remain because movement tc a new classroom might be distressing. Tc counteract the
“‘poor instruction,”” Mrs. S implemented a systematic reading and writing program
with her daughter for 30 tc 45 minutes each evening.

Matches with expectations. The remaining 7 parents believed the program
matched well with their expectaticns of an appropriate approach to beginning reading.
All felt that the match was due to the support and encouragement their children
received. Mrs. D summarized the imporiance attributed tc the affective climate, saying
““The main thing is my son is with adults who care about him'* (Transcript 4).

The role of the teacher seemed to be especially important tc the parents in describ-
ing why the program was well-matched with their expectations. Labeling cbjects
around the room *was, in particular, one teacher practice that many parents viewed as
positive. Mrs. M confessed thit she, too, began to label objects throughout her home.
The moihers described the teacher’s enthusiasm for books which they saw transmitted
to their children. They commented cn being impressed with the amount and quality
of children’s literature as well as the interest their children were developing in authers
and illustrators. All positively described the manner in which the teacher interacted
with children and modeled acceptance of individual differences. Mrs. D noted, *“There
was a real valuing and encouragement cf any effort” (Transcript 4).
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Other Concerns with the Whole-Language Curriculum

Two of the parents had no concerns with the kind of literacy program offered
their children during the year. Mrs. C, in fact, described: the program as.a fatural
extension of her own interactions with her daughter, stressing. that.informality.
instruction, functional use .1 print, and involvement of the teacher. were all.importan
components she believed in. This parent stated she believed an important:reason:for
her dsughter’s good progress'was the compatibility between home -and  school, M., -
D also had no concerns, indicating that her son was *‘adaptable’” and.: could; easily;
adjust to a variety of situations. co

Five parents were concemed about the process of invented.spelling. ‘Mrs..Séx
pressed the greatest reservations, indicating that her daughter did not have the-back-.
ground, although interestingly, she was aware that her daughter did know.all'ofher.,
letters and sounds because she had taught them to her prior to kindergarteni: Mrs: :S -
repeatedly stressed that when children are required to do something "in. which. they
have not had adequate trainifig, they will not be able to do the task, and will feel:
frustrated. Mrs. S’s concern reflected her belief that invented spelling was not the
way to develop knowledge of writing in young children. o

Although the other four parents also described feelings of frustration their children. ‘_
experienced, they were more concerned with how to help heir child adjust to invented: -
spelling. These children apparently had done much early writing at home, and the ;,ﬁ
parents had helped through supplying the correct spelling of words. Mrs. A noted her. ..’
daughter wrote frequently prior to kindergarten. Much of this carly writing included
letter writing to relatives and friends and responding to children’s magazines. “‘She . :
would Jiciate, we would spell and she would write the words®’ (Transcript 1). How-
ever, Mrs. A observed that as invented spelling was encouragec in the school her
daughter, who had been a ‘“‘writing maniac,”” became frustrated. She reported that
her daughter would say, ““I don’t like writing because the teacher won’t help me. She
won’t tell me how to spell the words’ (Transcript 1). Mrs. A described her own-
frustration during this period, *‘I thought now we have really set her up. We were
telling her how to spell words. Now she is stuck. She often knows what she is deing
is incomect. She knows it doesn’t look right”’ (Transcript 1). Mrs. A noted that during
this time she was able to talk over her problems with the teacher, and as the teacher
worked with her child, her daughter became less frustrated with the process.

Mrs. N described her daughter’s frustration in not being able to reread her in-
vented spellings. ‘It was very hard in the beginning of the year because she would
bring things home an1 say, ‘Mommy you read it’ and I would have absolutely no
idea of what it was meant to say. She would be very upset, and we would have to sit
down with her and say, you can read it. That was a terribly difficult few months”’
(Transcript 7).

4 The second set of concems reflected the parents’ worries about first-grade place-
ment Mrs. S believed that without a strong phonics program her daughter would not
have the skills to be placed in a top reading group and would come to gee herself as
a poor reader. Despite her changing expectations, Mrs. K continued to worry that her
; son would be handicapped by his lack of phonics knowledge. On the other hand,
u three parents were concerned about the different classroom atmospuere their child
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It seems that one reason for high degree, of acceptancé of the whole-language
.approach-is-that it validates and extends literacy activity. that had: been: occui"hng in
the home. The informal caring, low risk environment, and the focus on- the 'gg:uve
dimensions of reading are some important characteristics thiat were. found both in'the
home and in the kindergarten curriculum. How other parents (such as. Mm S) who

~ hold an analytic orientation toward literacy instruction and engage in those achvmes
at home would respond to a whole language curriculum is a question Worth' pursumg.

For this group of parents acceptance of a whole language approach: toward early
realing activitics was not difficult. Parents responided enthusiastically to their chil-
dren’s growing interest in reading books, .Develvping an enthusiasm:and a-love for
stories was a goal shared by both parents and the teacher. Several parents also reported
that during the course of the year they were able to share responsibility for réading
with their children. The parents seemed more comfortable in helping their. chﬂdren in
these early reading attempts. Mrs. H stated that if her daughter doesn’t know,a word,
““I tell her what it is*’ (Transcnpt 5). Mrs. K reported that she had- *“learned’ to'be
more tolerant of her son's errors in reading. She noticed they did not interfere with
his understanding of the story, and his enthusiasm for reading appeared greater than
that of his brothers and sisters.

Interestingly, the parents who expressed satiefaction with the whole language
kindergarten seemed to feel that the emphasis on informal social interactions and
development of positive feelings in children about themselve. as readers led their
children to reading. The one dissatisfied mother felt that the approach ¢ taken to rcadmg
instruction actually resulted in diminished self-esteem. In both cases parents were
concerned about their children's affect, although their perceived outcomes were con-
siderably different. It appears that these parents are seriously concerned-about their
children’s affective disposition toward reading and how they view themselves as be-
rzi&ging readers.
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General acceptance not withstanding, some parents voiced.strong concerm: aboiit - ;
one component of the program, helping children with writing through invented spell--
ing. Parents were concerned that their childres did not have ‘appropriate; skills to.bé -
successful at this task. For some, encotiraging invented spelling was an approach tha
was contrary to their previous pattern of -supplying;children with ‘coréct:spellings.
How we can better help parents prepare their child for writing is an important. area of:
further investigation. ‘ Ly :

Parents also expressed concern about what would happen to their children in fifst:
grade. This demonstrates how aware parents are of the Tects: of: major: curriculim!
changes on their child’s cognitive development and on self-confidénce: L

It should not be surprising that many parents will have major. reservations about. :
whole-language approaches in their entirety. Such curricula are foreign. to their:own. -
educational experiences and notions about proper approaches.to ediication. Teaiiss 4
need to be sensitive to the concems of these parents. While realizing’ that they: may - -
never convince some parents as to the merits of a whole-language classrooim orientar. . &
tion, frequent communications, explanations, and opportunities to observe in the class: ..
rgom will assuage many parental concems. Moreover, teachers cai._provide enough.
evidence from first-hand experience or publishéd reports to demonsirate:to parents, .
that whole-language approaches have been successful in promoting word recognition- 5.
proficiency, mature spelling, and continued success in school. N

Finally, the findings underscore the importance of parents and teachers working, %
together. Several parents who were highly supportive noted that when they had ques- .+ %
tions they could go to the teacher who would listen to thei: concems and at those - ¢
times provide them with information. The overall feeling that the teacher was working -
for her child appeared to be a strong factor in the parent believing this kindergarten
I experience was worthwhile.
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WORD LENGTH AND FIRST WORD RECOGNITION

Luci Lipscomb-and PhilipB. Gough.
- University of Texas dat Austin

How do children leam to read words eacountered for the ﬁrst txmc? Gatcs (1949) T

acknowledged that a child will use a variety of techniques to hclp 1dcnufy and remém-
.ber printed words. If useful, these techniques- will-be retained and: used foufumm

*  word identification. The child has discovered a helpful strategy for approachmg unfa-

_. . miliar-words.

’ Some strategies employed by children prove to be madequatc for dxscnmmating’ -
between new words. For cxample, total reliance on context or only attendmgﬁw the

" initial letter may soon fail to provide the child with the precise word.. If children rcly

i . on such methods, leaning to read can come slowly and with many ‘inacciiracies’
«(Gates, 1949). 1t is necessary for the child to recognize which techniques are unpro-
ductive and replace them with successful ones.

Samuels (1976) suggests that whzn leaming to recognize a word, children associs
ate the written form of the word with the spoken forry. At this Mage, this wriiten
word is an arbitrary collection of written symbols for the ctuld, ad the connecnon

%, between the printed and verbal word forms can be arbiirary as well. This paxmd
- associaic leaming can be successful or unsuccessful for the child depending upon how
i unique that association is.
i Gough and Juel (1989) and Gough and Hillinger (19801 have shown this associa-
tion to be seiective in that the child selects a specific cue used to associate the vetbal
pronunciation and the written stimulus, distinguishing it from other stimuli. The cue
selected may be any characteristic of the word, such as the configuration or ¢ven the
font, whic’s may be used to discriminate the word from others. Gates and Boeker
* (1923) found that children did not look at the entire word for recognidon but picked
a distinctive cue to remember the word.

Gough (1985) conducted a study in which a thumbprint appeared on a card with
; a novel word. Although the children leamed to identify this card faster than words on
i other cards, when shown the same word without the thumbprint, few could read it.
i In addition, when the thumbprint was shown on a .ard with a different, previously
knowa werd, the word originally associated with the thumbprint was given. The'
‘" origiaal word was given even when the thumbprint was shown on an otherwise blank
©  card with no word on it. Gough's study indicates that the cue selected by children
mmay even be an extrancous cue not directly connected with the word at all and that
attending to an cxtraneous cue (e.g., a thumbprint) may cause the children to ignore A
sallcnt cues.

Q@ . variety of other cues frm which a child rmght pick are suggested by Samuels
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(1976). He writes, *““The cue upon which the leamer focuses his attennon may be.a. -
letter, letter group, word shape, in fact, any characteristic which helps to set this word: "
apart from others™ (p. 271). Another study of first word:lcarning - by Gough -(is.
preparation) supports Samuels® view that the cue chosen iight be a component of the;
word, such as the first or last letter. Children were -taught- to-read: four- words -of
% individual cards by standard paired-associate leaming procedures. After mastering’
B these words, tie children were shown cards with the same words, ¢xccpt.on half
- the cards, the first half of the Word was hidden. On'the rernainder of the cards; the. .
last half of the word was hidden. The children . were shown the:cards and asked;to” -
identify the words. The results showed that the children tended to recogrize the word: .
when shown either the first half of the word or the last half, but not both. It seeris if 43
they selected a cue from one part of the word, they ignored the other part of the word. - %
These studies showed that children select specific cues to recognize a new, word; ..
The present study was conducted to determine if children might choose a property of i
the word, such as length, for identifying a word if the length of the word distinguishes: . 1
it from the other words learned. g

METHOD

Subjects

Forty-cight 4- and 5-year-olds served as subjects in the study. All of the children
were enrolled as students of a private daycare center in an uppet-middle class neigh-
borhood in Austin. The group consisted of 26 girls and 22 boys, al! Caucasian. The
students came from the classrooms of several different teachers.

The main criterion for inclusion in the study was the inability to reaa the fovy -}
target words used. The daycare ceater did not nrovide any direct reading instruction 3|
to the children. Alphabet recognition was only taught as it was brought up naturally ‘%
during the activities of the day. When pretested on alphabet knowledge, no significant 7
differences were found between children in different groups in the study. 3

Materials s

Eight words were sclectec! to be used. Four of the words were four-letter animal ;
names The remaining four words were six-letter animal names. Each four-letter name A
was carefully yoked to a six-letter word for simila~ies mn vowels, configuration, and
familiarity (e.g., bear-beaver) to reduce the probability that these features might be
identified as distinguishing cues. The words were each printed on a separate 3X 5 é
index card. The words used were kear, yoked with the word beaver; pony yoked with -
monkey; duck yoked with turtle; and fish yoked with lizard.

Groups

Two groups of children were presented words which were all the same length
except ons Twelve children were taught three 4-letter animal names and one 6-letter
animal name (the 4446 Condition) whereas twelve others received three 6-letter words
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. -and one 4-lettet.word (the 6664 Condition), The word of distinctive length was substi-
5o tutsg for the,yoked word of uniform length each time, For example, bear and beaver
7. were substituted: for each other since they: were, the: yoked pair.-

In * ~F these-groups,.the word of dxstmctxve length was alternately seiected
from the 1. . options so that each of the options appeared an equal’ ‘number of txm
Therefore, thme of the children within the 4446 Condition wer¢: prcscnted the wo:ds
! (3'61;
fish. ‘Three more children in the same condition recclved the words bear. ‘pony;:turtle,
andﬁsh .where turtle was the six-letter word, substlmted for duck Monkey and beaver

were also rotated'as the six-letter.words »nthm the 4446, Condmon. 'l'his was. dooc to.

lessen the chance that one word mighs be unique 1u ways o(hcr than length and Mby
provide additional cues for recognition: In the 6664 Condition, the four-letter animal
name was rofated in the same manner among the four alternatives..

Twenty-four other preschoolers served in the remaining two groups. In thcsc

groups, four words of uniform length were learned. Twelve children were taught the-

four-letter animal names (the 4444 Condition) while the last group of-twelve were
shown the six-letter words (the 6666 Condition). The words contained minimal conso-
nant and vowel - petitions, and words within the same groups did not begin or end
with the same sound. These were the same words used in the 4446 Condition and the
6664 Condition. Identical procedures were followed to present these words as were
used with the other groups.

Procedures

A pretest trial was conducted individually with each child. The words were pre-
sented on 3X 5 index cards one at a time. The child was asked if he could read the
word. Of the 50 students tested, only 2 could read any of the words and these students
were eliminated from the study. When a child responded that he did not know the
word, the test administrator told him what the word said. Therefore, after every
presentation the word was correctly pronounced while it was still in view.

The words were presented in the same manner for subsequent trials. Paired-
associate learning procedures with anticipation and correction were used. The child
was shown a card and asked to read the word. Whether the word was read comectly
or not, the test administrator repeated the correct word after each trial. The responses
were written on a record sheet. The words were shown in random order for each trial
to avoid having the children simply learn the sequence of presentation.

The mastery criterion was set at correct identification of all four words in a group
for two consecutive trials. A maximum of 15 tnwls was presented. Overall, 79% of
the 48 children reacl.ed the criterion within 15 trials, although there were distinctive
differences between the groups as will be discussed later.

RESULTS

The learning curves werc plotted to show the average number of correct responses
per :nal for the 12 children within each group. For the two groups where the majority
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of the words were four letters in length (the 4446 Condition‘and the 4444 Condition),. .

the leaming curves showed that on the average students in the 4446:Corglition did’

reach the criterion of correctly identifying all four-of the words for two consecutive: .
trials {aster than-students in the 4444 Condition, The differerice bétween the leaming. .

rates of Jiese two groups can'be attributed to the word of distinctive length (the;six- .

letter word) in the 4446 Condition. The six-letter name was learned With fewer trials. -

than the four-letter names required, T
The learning curves of the children in the groups where the majority of.the wards™

were six letters in length (the 6664 Condition and the 6666 Condition).showed similar: -

results. The percentage of comect responses for the students were averaged and plotted . 3
for each of the fifteen trials. The children in the 6664. Condition:on- average feached: -«
the criterion level faster than the children-in-the 6666 Condition, Whee. the: words: ot

were uniform in length. Once again, the difference in the number of trials required:

to reach the criterion level was due to the word distinctive in length;*the-foilfilc'tgél:, ;’,;
word. The six-letter word did not require as many trials to learn correctly 23 did-the - %

four-letter words.

The data were analyzed by a 2x 2 x 15 analysis of variance with the first factor
being the majority word length, the second facter being the length of the -min.rity-
word, and the last factor being the repeated measure of trials. No significant difference
was found for the main effects of majority or minority word length, The children in-
the 4446 Condition and 4444 Condition did not learn the words significantly faster or
slower than the children in the 6664 Condition or the 6666 Condition. In addition, it
was not statistically significant whether the minority word was four lviters or six letters
in length.

A statistically significant difference was found for the interaction between the B ¢

majority and minority word length. It did not matter whether the majority of the words
contained four or six letters, or whether the minority word contained four or six letters;
the differesice in the rate of learning occurred when the minority word was different
in length from the majority of the words in the group. When one word was distinctive
in length, as in the 4446 Condition and the 6664 Condition, the children learned that
group of words significantly faster (p<.05) than the children who were given words
of uniform length, as in the 4444 Condition and the 6666 Condition. The chart in
Figure 1 compares the learning curves of all four of the groups.

DISCUSSION

The results support the hypothesis that the children used the property of length
as a cue for reading a novel word. The children did leam the word distinctive in
length significantly faster than the words of uniform}  th in both the 4446 Condition
and the 6664 Condition. The chart in Figure 2 shows . 1 the four-letter animal name
was even leamed faster when it was included in the 6664 Condition compared to the
other four-letter names in cither the 4446 Condition or the 4444 Condition. This was
true even though the same four-letter word appeared in each group. In other words,
the word fish was leamned faster when it was in the 6664 Condition than when the
same word was in the 4446 Condition or the 4444 Condition.
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Figure 1. Lcammg curves of all four condmons.. \ .

: Similarly; tiw: six-letter-animal name was learned” fastcr when it wu tbe oz;L T

dxstmcuve length in the: 4446 Condm'(m as: compamd to the othzr six-ictwi- mmes i

- éither the 6664 Condition-or, the6666Condxtion. N

g “A &econd-hypothesis of interest-concemed. the effect. ofwordlengthonmnm ¥
" word leaming. Wotild:words of longer. length provide n 1hore cues fmm which‘ select -
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i groups conting primarly six-ete words tendéd 10 be Jearod fste,the diffse. -]

reaching the criterion level was:quite varied. Only.50% of. the studénts-in:the 4444 -~

“Condition reached the criterion level while 100% of the students i the 6664 Condition .
met criterion. The 6664-Conditiow. not only: provided:the advantage of the:word-of°
-distinctive: length, biit the six-letter words. scemed to provide sufficicat cues for-all.
the children t leam all of the words, The:othér. two. groi fll bebween these: two
with 75% reaching ctiterion in the 4446 Condition, and 93% achieviug:the -criterion
level in thie 6666 Condition. It seems possible that the longer-words provided a greater:
number of cues from which to choose, thus supporting the idea of selective association’

in initial word learning. - ’

Implications

As shown by this study, if length distinguishes a word from other words:being
learned a beginning reader will make use of this property to aid in word identificition.
If students bave not leamed to recognize the letter-sound comrespondences, they. inay . ..
use such cues as length to build up an initial bank of sight words. At this point;-any . .
feature which helps a child differcntiate one word from another might be beneficial:
Knowing even a few words in this manner may allow children to resad their first text,
which can then help them discover more discriminating cues within words. Recogniz-.
ing a property of a word, such as length, also signifies that the child is at least
aitending to the word form. This in itself indicetes initial steps toward reading.
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A SYLLABIC-UNIT APPROACH T0. TEACHING DECODIN(: OF V
POLYQYLLABIC WORDS TO: I\‘OURTH- AND: SlXTHoGRADE

‘%‘DISABI;ED'READERS.-—-

John Shefelbine

University of Texas

Skilled. readers identify words by breaking them dovm.into syngb!' St
recently reviewed by Adams {1990) indicate that for sk:lled readers syi‘lﬂgt;}c&pags_mg:
(a) is automatic and instantaneous, (b) occurs during visual scanning and stihesame.
time that individual letters are being identified, and (c) is used for readmg ose’" ofds'

as well as real words (see Mewhort & Campbell, 1981).-Poor. decodsrs, ofy the; gthg‘
hand, have a difficult time madmg polysyllabic words even when they canl re&d smglc-
syllable words (Just & Carpenter, 1987; Samuels, LaBerge; & Bremer; IW§) Thls )
inability to figure out “‘long” words can be particularly crippling in.the middle and,
upper grades where vocabulary is not controlled and where large numbers of polysyl-
labic words occur in reading materials across all subject areas. Heiping studerits with
limited syllabication ability is a pressing need.

Unfortunately, conclusions regarding effectiveness of syliabication msm.chon
have been mixed in the relatively few studics that have been conducted (Canney &
Schreiner, 1977; Cunningham, Cunningham, & Rystrom, 1981; Groff, 1971; Johnson
& Baumann, 1984). Researchers have attributed these disappointing results to thcoreu-»
cal and practical problems associated with rules for dividing words into syﬂables .

[a Common concerns include a lack of theoretical support for dictionary rules for syllabl-
4

cation; the numt>r, oomplexxty, and low utility of some rules; and mstrucuonal proce-

dures that *‘presuppose”’ pronunciation—students are required to pronouiice words

before dividing them.
T The present study developed and tested an approach tu syllubication instruction
{ that greatly de-emphasizes the importance of rules for dividing words and that, instead,
i stresses (a) syllable automaticity—the ability to identify individual syllables effost-
lessly and automatically or at sight, and (b) syllable pattern identification—the 1dcnt1-
fication, in a flexible manner, of possible patterns of units in a polysyilabic word. In
a simplified version of how these compdnents interact when reading’ polysyllabic
words, students identify possible units within a word, relying mostly upon: familiar
syllables but figuring out unknown units when necessary. They identify, pronounce,
and blend the units in a flexible manner until a match is made with a word in their
oral vocubulary. )
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Literacy Theory and Rcseatci: -

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Single-Syllable Units V 2y

Adams (1990) maintains that skilled readers’ ability to parse and identify long.
words is based on their knowledge of spelling patterns. This does not mean that.
students simply need to learn a limited number of syllables. Such an interpretation is
incorrect not only because theré are too many syllables (over 5,000 according. to
Adams), but also because & set of letters that constitutes a syllable in-one ‘word may
not be a syllable in another word. . e

What kinds of spelling patterns, then, might be emphasized in a program. of
instruction? Although syllabication is more than identifying a set of mernorized sylla-
bles, teaching certain syllable units should still be helpful. Affixes that function as
syllables are worth considering because they are limited in number, occur frequently,
and, especially in the case of suffixes, are reasonably consistent across words.

Support for another, more general category of syllable unit is found among lin- _:;
guists who agree that only certain combinations of vowels and consonants are permit- 7}
ted in English syllables, and who generally accept the existence and utility of two
types of syllables—open or free-vowel syllables (e.g., mo) and closed or checked- L8
vowel syllables (e.g., om) (Groff, 1971). The ability to identify open and closed
syllables in print not only enables students to pronounce frequently occurring kinds
of units, but also should help them perceive likely units without the aid of division
rules.

Additional evidence in favor of teaching affixes and open and closed syllables is

present in a stucy by Shefelbine, Lipscomb, and Hern (1989). They found a significant
relationship between swdents’ sight knowledge of these syllable units and their ability
to read real, polysyllabic words; they further noted that some students could not
accurately pronounce common :yllables in isolation even when given plenty of time.
Clearly, an important part of identifying sytrables in a word is being able to “‘read”’
cach syllable unit Some students do this poorly and hence »-. .mable to read words
s even when the words are divided for them.
: Programmatically, this study developed syllable automaticity first by teaching
students vowel generalizations for open and closed syllables and then by providing
much practice in reading a wide variety of such units. As recommended by Adams
(1990), Durkin (1989), ané others, students were encouraged to pay attention to all
letters in a syllable A strategy for remembering irregular or less easily decoded affixes
involved spelling them by letter name.
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Syllable Pattern Identification

This variable involves identifying and combining likely syllable units when they
are strung together in 2 polysyllabic word. Although some syllable patterns entail
entire units that frequently occur in words (e.g., affixes), others depend on the fre-
) quency with which certain strings of letters occur (Adams, 1990). Since more frequent
] pattems tend to occur within syilable boundaries rather than acruss syllable boundaries,
: less common interletter associations automatically “‘pull™* ..c syllables apart. For
U"ample, since d is 40 times less likely to be followed by an n than an r, skilled
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- Adams (1990) suggests that teachers cncouxage studcnts 102 fer,

Farticipants

The 51 students in this study all had difficulty with syllabication accordmg to
criteria described below. They were selected from four sixth-grade classes i ir-a junior
high schoo! and four fourth-grade classes in two elementary schools that '“fed” “the
junior_high. The schools were part of a large urban district and served a heterogcneous,
lower- and middle-class population. There were 28 fourth graders (14-syllabic-uiit
instrection and 14 control) and 23 sixth graders (15 syllabic-unit and 8 control) In
accordance with teachers® wishes, students were assigned to a condition by class rathcr
than randomly. All of the students within a class who met the criteria: partxclpated

Students in this study correctly read fewer than 13 of 22 polysyllabic pseudowords
on a measure that followed a 2 by 2 design: two-syllable versus three-syllable pseudo-
words and morphemic versus nonsense units, for example, admem, no, ;ﬂctous. sus-
vop, and fudlempo. Their mean percentile scores (and standard deviations). in word
identification, as measured by the word identification subtest of the Woodcock Readmg
Mastery Tests (Woodcock, 1987), were 40.6 (17.1) for the fourth graders and 17.1
(13) for the fifth graders. Vocabulary knowledge was assesseG vie the vocabulary
subtest of the Ste~ford Achievement Test (Gardner, Rudman, Karlsen, & Merwin,
1982). This particular measure was used because items are read to students and hence
are not affected by poor decoding ability. Vocabulary was included because students
with higher vocabulary knowledge should be more successful in matching approximate
pronunciations with real words in their oral vocabulary. Mean vocabulary percentile
scores were 43.7 (SD=25.0) 34 the fourth-grade group and 27.4 (SD=21.7) in the
sixth.
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Instructional Program for Experimental Group

Over a 6-week neriod, the students in the syllabic-unit instruction group were
taken out of their lanwage arts classes and taught 30 10-minute lessons, one lesson
a day. The 14 fourth g11ders were taught as a group by a graduate research assistant.
The 15 sixth graders were taught in another group by the principal investigator. Both'

Q * ers followed identical lesson plans that included detailed descriptions of teaching
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Literacy Theory and Research.

in procedures and actual content. The instruction was teacher-directed and fast-paced,
%J«,g requiring students to respond frequently and as a group (i.e., chorally).

[ Four teaching routines formed the core of the syllzbication program: transforma-
i tions, sight syllable practice, practice with real words, and division practice: Initial

ooy

lessons included only the first two activities. When students beceme more comfortable f;;-) 3
reading single-syllable units, practice with real words was added. Di on practice
was incorporated still later on in the laiter part of the instructional progiam.

S

et

Transformations. This routine developed students’ ability to read open and closed: . - .
syllable units (e.g., om and mo). After an introductory lesson on two basic.vowel.
generalizations (one vowel at the end is long; one vowel not at the end is ‘short),
students recularly were asked to read 15 or so open or closed syllables. The syllables ...
were prescated in sets of three that all contained the same vowel, for example,
o0g-mog-mo. First, the teacher wrote og on a chalkboard. The students read it. Then
the teacher changed or “‘transformed’’ og to mog by adding an rs. Students now read
the new syllable. Next the teacher erased the g and the students read mo. This.process
was repeated with other sets of syllables such as f~fim~im and ab-rab-ra. When
students made vowel errors, the teacher quickly prompted them to apply the appro-
priate generalization. (Where is the vowel? Is it going to be long or short? What
sound? What syllable?)
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r Sight syllable practice. This routine developed students’ ability to identify at sight
over 50 =fixes and an assortment of Latin roots. Fifteen to 20 syllables were presented
during each lesson. Five were new, 5 had been introduced the previous day, and the
remaining 5 to 10 were from more distant lessons. Each syllable was practiced in at
least four separate lessons.

: During a lesson, the teacher wrote each syllable on the chalkboard and asked
{ students to read it. Syllables were reread in random order two rniore times. Speed was
not encouraged since it was important for students to take time to figure out syllables -;
they did not kaow at sight. Difficult irregular syllables were speiled out by letter name
when they were missed or forgotten.
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words on the board, syllable by syllable but with no spaces or marks between the
syllables After writing one syllable, the teacher paused and the students read it; then
the teacher wrote the next and the students read that one. and so on. Students then
read the entire word as a whole. When appropriste, she teacher pointed out how
accents and schwas cause individual syllables to change. Ter. o 15 words were pre-
’ sented and read twice during each lesson. These words, mostly three or more syllables
in length, were not selected from any narticular source but were meant to be challeng-
‘ ing Students particulariv enjoyed this component of the iessans because they felt they
were not dealing with **baby’* words. For example, the sollowing words were used jin
Lesson 16 radar, notation, vitamin, dece‘sful, unchangeoble, confidence, preventive,
disagreeable, disgraceful, experience, nitrogen, tobacco, cumbersome, recorstruc-
tion, and adventure.

ki
q
Practice with real words In this acivity, the teacher wrote ieal polysyilabic _.?
-
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Division practice. During ttis routine, <tudeat: were again presented with unfa-
. miliar polysyllabic words. This time, rather than being assisted with each syllable,
i
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. they were encouraged to figure out possible units on their.own. The teacher developed
:thcxr knowledge of possxble stratcgm by modelmg thought processes’ and lau:r by

'aﬂixcs ﬁrst 'I‘hey then were o, locatc hkcly umts wnhm‘.the oros paym parhcufir
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rattcnnon to open and closed syllables Smdcuts were: also taught two syllab:canonx T
: () for '

ou AT =t
common pattcms This Jatter approach is similar.to thc “frec wheclmg" svllabxcatl,n
sirategy advocated by Groff (1971). e

Instructional Program for Control Group

Students in the control group stayed in their regular language arts classes and
received no special instruction. Although the lack of a treatment for the contml group
is commonly critized in studies of this design, the choice here was dehberate gwen
the weight of *he evidence against the efficacy of traditional mstructxon To;put it
more directly, neither the investigator nor the principal and téachers could. Justxfy
taking valuable class time to teach syllable division rules and provide syllable division
practice, activities that repeatedly have been thowr to have little effect upon syllabica-
- tion ability.

Analysis

; The dependent measure of students’ syllabication ability vsas the total number of
Y polysyllabic words correctly read on the Woodcock and a second graded word list,
3 the San Diego Quick Assessment (La Pray & Ross, 1969). The two tests were adminis-
: tered twice, first as a pretest and 7 to 9 weeks later as a posttest. The average number
2 of weeks between testing was 8.

Three-step, fixed entry multiple regression analyses were used to analyze the
effectiveness of the instructional intesvemion. Using posttest scores in polysyllabic
word identification on the Wuodcock and San Diego as the dependent measure, pretest
scores were entered on the first step, followed by vocabulary, followed by treatment
: condition.

RESULTS

.

o, amt
R - T

“ Students receiving the sy’labic-umt instruction made significantly greater progress
. in their ability to identify polysyllabic words than did those recciving no special
: instruction. This was true for students in Grade 4, F(3, 24)=5.4, p<.05; students in
, Grade 6, F(3, 19)=13.7, p<.01, and students in Grades 4 and 6 combined, F(3,
47)=14.5, p<.001. The interaction of grade with treatment was not significant. Nor
was there an interaction of treatment with vocabulary. Pretest and posttest means (and

@ wud deviations) of correct polysyllabic words on the Woodcock and the San Diego
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were as follows: Fourth grade syllabic unit—64.1 (9.0) and 74.6 (11.0); fourth grads
control—60.4 (12.5) and 64.6 (12.7); sixth grade syllabic unit—63.1 (13.5) and 72.6" s
(16.4); sixth grade control-—73.4 (13.6} and 75.6 (12.1); fourth and sixth. grade

syllabic unit—63.6 (11.4) and 73.6 (13.8); and fourth and sixth grade control—65'.lv ‘
(14.1) and 68.6 (13.3). L

DISCUSSION

Directly teaching students how to pronounce and identify syllable units and then
showing them how such units *‘work’’ in polysyllabic words appears to be a worth-.
while component of syllabication instruction and should help reduce or remediate this:
source of reading difficulty among intermediate students. It is noteworthy that the few
successful syllabication instruction studies reviewed by Johnson and Baumann (1984)
also included attention to syllabic units. Cunningham (1975, 1979) taught students to
use familiar words to identify unfamiliar one- and two-syllable words. Gleitman and
Rozin (1973) taught a si:nple syllabary to kindergartners. ‘.

The results of this study are encouraging when one considers that (a) the students .
only received a total of 5 hours of instruction and (b) the dupe~dent measures involved
real words that were neither directly taught nor pattemned after words that were taught.
Some might argue that improved comprehension while reading connected text is a
more appropriate measure of syllabication instruction program.. We feel such a stan-
dard may be misleading because many students will continue to have problems with

comprehension because of limited fluency, background knowledge, and/or compre- )
hension strategies. Hower  jver time, students’ increased ability to figure out poly- 3
syllahic words independenuy should positively affect other problem areas and compre-

hension in general, particularly if students read frequently and widely. B
There appears to be a definite need for at least some syllabication instruction at ¥

the middle-school level Among the eight fourth- and sixth-grade classes we assessed, ;
15% to 20% of the students typically were having difficulty reading polysyllabic .
words In one low-level sixth-grade class, the proportion was close to 50%. Because B

of its initial emphasis on single-syllable units and v_wels, the syllabic-unit approach
in this study seemed appropriate even for students vho were having difficulty reading

‘ngle-syllable words ... substantial proportion of our students had major difficulty
with vowel sounds, so much so that we briedy reviewed vowel digraphs and the final
e generalization ) The constant use of syllable units, which are unfamiliar and often i
nonsense-like, discouraged students from relying on sight words and forced them to :

g
i
&I
g
%’
::‘“:

: learn and apply new strategies that focused on spelling patterns. As mentioned earlier, .
% including real but difficult polysyllabic words ket students from thinking they were
3 being recycled through first-grade phonics and noticeably improved their motivation. ,
There are differing views of the role of vowels in word identification and syllabi- o
3 cation Some reading textbooks state that vowels are relatively unimportant, citing, :
= as an example, our ability to reac' sentences such as ““_ 1 k_t_ r__d.”” Adams

% (1990) suggests that vowels act as spacers and that replacing them with an asterisk

e still allows words 10 b: recognized (*mp*ss*bl* = impossible). This may be less true
3 (& less common words (*phr*d*s**c and *pp*n*g*). Our own position is that skilled
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INCIDENTAL LEARNING:OF WORD MEANINGS BY
KINDERGARTEN AND, FIRST-GRADE CHILDREN THROUGH
REPEATED' READ ALOUD EVENTS .

Cynthia B, Leung and John J. Pikuiski
University of Delaware

.....

dren’s word knowlulge A fairly reasonable estimate of vocabulary. growth by the
average child in thc elementary grades is about, 2,000 to 3,000 words a year (Nagy
direct vocabulary mstrucuon, however, appea: to be able 0 tcach only. aboutifb to
350 words per year (Beck, Perfetti, & McKeown, 1982). Indeed, thereis now. fan'ly
good agreement that the vast majority of vocabulary learning takes place mmdentally,
and that this incidental learning occurs when leamers encounter unknown words in
independent reading (Nagy, Anderson, & terman, 1987; Nagy, Herman, & Aader-
son, 1985). Two recent, well-designed studies suggzst that reading aloud to children
is also a rich potential source of vocabulary growth (Eller, Pappas, & Brown, 1988;
Elley, 1989).

Eileret al. (1988) studied the effects ot reading aloud two Brian Wildsmith picture
books to kindergarten children. Ten words in each of the books were targeted as
unlikely to be known by subjects. The 26 ¢ .dren, none of whom were judged to be
reading in the conventional sense, were individually read one of the books and then
asked to “read’ the book back to the examiner using e illustrations as prompts.
Each child’s use, failure to use, or misuse of these 20 words in story retellings was
: the focus of the study. On each of the next 2 consecutive days the book was reread
* to the child, followed by the child’s “‘rereading®’ of the book. No special attention
. was paid to the targeted words; there was no instruction with these words, nor eny

discussion of them. Approximately 3 weeks later the same procedures were repeated
with the second picture book.
The analyses of the kindergartnars’ reading reenactments showed a siguificant
i increase in the appearance and contextuall; appropriate use of the targeted words vith
each retelling of the stories. The results suggested that vocabulary growth in youug
: children can take place through exposure to the oral reading of writter: text. Although
these results are encouraging, the study, which was part f a larger investigation, did
have a number of limitations, most of which were acknowledged by its authors. Most
. notably it did not include a control group of children who were not read the stories,
H nor did it include any pre- or posttest measures of the children’s knowledge of the
5 meaning of the targeted words.
: Qo Glley (1989) also studied the effects of reading aloud to children on their vocabu-
+ ERIC
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lary growth. Tn one study, which included 157 seven-year-old children, classroom
teachers read the same story aloud three times to the children as a group. There was
no instruction or discussion of the targeted words. Analyses of the differences between
the pre- and posttesting of 20 difficult vocabulary words, using a multiple-choice
vocabulary test, showed 2 mean increase of over 15%. This study too had limitations,
primarily the jack of a control group.

In a second study, using 127 eight-year-old children, Elley (1989) used a well-

times. He also added an experimental condition wherein the teachers: who read. the-
books to the groups also offered some minin.al explanation of the meaning of the:
difficult words. For ore of the books the results were very similar to the results of
the first study, showing #= increase of about 15% in posttest over pretest scores for
the group that was read the book without explanations. When childzzn were read the
book aloud and the teacher offered some minimal explanation of the difficult words,
*he gains. however, were almost 40%. The control group improved only about 2%.

Vocabulary gains were much less impressive with the second book —oniy a 4.4%
increase as a result of three readings of the book, and an increase of about 17% when
explanations of the difficult vocabulary were added. Thus, large text-specific effects
appear to exist in vocabulary acquisition from read aloud events. The Elley (1989)
article is also instructive in that it looked at the degree to which six variables (e.g.,
number of occurrences of the word in the text, the helpfulness of the language context
clues) contributed to the probability of a child’s learning that word.

Thus, al'“ough there is a somewhat limited literature to support the thesis that
reading aloud to chi!*  is a rich source of vocabulary growth, the research conducted
to date is encouraging. The present study was an attempt to extend that literature
through a partial replication and extension of the Eller et al. (1988) study, primarily
through the use of a control group, through comparing the performance uf kindergarten
and first grade children using the same texts that were part of the Eller et al. study,
and through using a pretest-posttest design.

METHOD

. Subjects

The subjects were 48 children (24 kindergastners and 24 first graders) who at-
tendr* a largely middle-class suburban school in New Castle County, Delaware.
Teachers from four participating kindergarten and four first-grade classrooms were
asked to nominate all their students who had no previous history of high absences and
whom they considered to be functioning within an ‘‘average’ range in language
development and academic achievement. From those nominated students, 6 children
(3 boys and 3 girls) were randomly assigned to a control group and 6 to an experimen-
, *al group, with the restriction that an equa’ number of boys and girls be included in
[ each group The age of the kindergarten subjects ranged from 4 years 9 months to 6

ye1rs 9 months, first-grade subjects ranged from 6 years 6 months to 7 years 11
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Incideatal Learning and Word Meanings

months., The mean age of the kindergarten cbildren was 5 years 1! months, and 7
years 1 month for first graders.

Procedures and Materials

All subjects were given the Vocabulary Subtest from the Wechsler Preschool and T
Primary Scale of Intelligence (WPPSI) (Wechsler, 1967) as a measure of general
vocabulary development. This subtest was individually administered by specially
trained examiners. All subtests were scored by the second author, a certified school
psychologist. The mean raw score of the WPPESI for the kindergarten control group
was 26.58 and for the experimental group was 25.25. The mean raw score for the
first-grade control group was 27.92, and for the experimental group 31.67.

Two picture storybooks by Brian Wildsmith, The Ow! and the Woodpecker (1971)
and The Lazy Bear (1973) were used. Thev: were the same storybooks E:ler et al.
(1988) had used so that a comparison of the cesuits of the two studies could be made.
Likewise, the 20 target words or phrases used to study the incidental acquisition of

;
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vocabulary were the same words used in the 1988 study. The ten target words/phrases o
from The Owl and the Woodpecker were. tapping, screeches, peacepeacefil, "
swooped, wise and clever, crotchety, crafty, gndw, struggled, echoed, for The Lazy
Bear they were. woodcutter, sniffed, enjoyed, speed, curious, marvelous, head over
heels, shallow, bully, and glorious. &

A pretest of story vocabulary was constructed using the above list _ ¢ target words/ -
phrases. The vocabulary items from the WPPSI werc alternated vith the target words g

in test administration to insure that the story vocabulary pretest list would not be so
uniformly difficult that the children would find the task frustrating. The posttest con-
sisted only of the 20 story vocabulary pretest items.

All 48 subjects, both experimental and control, were individually administered

%

the pretest by a team of seven trained examiners, including the second auihor of the \r
paper. Examiners pronounced a test word and asked students to tell what it meant. 3

Children were asked to tell the mea:....,, of the words following a free cecall format. K
If no response or an incomplete response was given, examincrs asked the children to ’
te!l anything else they knew about the word. Subject responses were recorded through
examiner notation.

Approximately 1 week after pretest admumistration, each expenmental subject was
individually read one of the books by one of three tramned, aduli readers, including
the first author, the order 11 whin the books were read was .ounterbalanced. When
the aduit ;eader completed the reading, subjects were shown a second version of the
book, e with the wntten text covered so that only the illustrations could be used as
retelling, prompts. The wntten text was concealed so that the subjects who might have
some beginmng reading skills would not approach the task differently from those who
could not read. The subjects were asked to *‘read’” or *‘pretend read’” the story to the ;
adult, making their story as much as possible like the one that was read to them.

The read aloud events were repeated in exactly the same form and sequence on
2 more days of that week. In most cases the three reading sessions took place on
Monday, Wednesday, and Friday. The following week, the same procedures were
followed with: three reading sessions for the second book. No attentior, wa; drawn to
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N any; of thc vocabulmy in the books, nor was vccawlary discussed with thc chﬂdrcn
Both the adulty’ readings and the children’s n'telhngs wére audio recorded the retell-: L
-ings were! latcr u-anscnbed into wnttcn form for, purposc ol ‘nalysxs Contml subpcts;

‘the expetiment,

l.iwncy'meoryandResw& ¥

‘xmply followed ‘thé mgular hndcrgartcn or ﬁ.rst-grade schedule: dunug the oourse of

Dunngthcweckfollowmgﬂwreadmgofthcsocondbook tbcstoryvr.« -

cxammcr adrmmstcred ‘the ptetest ‘and' the: posttcst to any(partlcular child
The system for scoring the story vocabulary prct&st and 'posttest wast

0 point—No knowledge of word mesning or- moorrect mponsc
! point—Partizl or. moomplctc knowledge of word meat.

2 points—Target.word used in sppropriate; megningful context
3 points—Synonym or definition of target word

All of the pretests and posttests were scored by the second author who, throughout 3
the study, remained blind to the group membership of the subjects. To establish. the. <3
reliability of the scoring system for the pre- and posttests, both authors mdcpcndcmlyz‘ N
scored 10 randomly selected pre- add posttests administered to kindergartners and 10
administered to £csi graders. The rate of agreement for the scoring of eachitem was R
over 95%. Discu~sions were used to resolve diffecences in scoring, which were never , -
more than a 1-oint difference. Given this high rate of agreement, all other tests were .

scored only by the.second author., 5
The coding system developed by Eller et al. (1988) was used to score the reading .
reenactmert responses. The system consisted of 5 categories: ~%
CATEGORY ONE (NO/FAULTY KNOWLEDGE)—1 point 3
target word not used, or nonsynonymous replacement used B
CATEGORY TWO (DEVELOPING KNOWLEDGE)—2 points %’
tzrget word used inappropristely or with syntactic emror .
CATEGORY THREE (SYNONYM)—3 points "o
synonymous word or phrase used “ 3
CATEGORY FOUR (ACCURATE KNOWLEDGE)—4 points g

accurate use of target word
CATEGORY FIVE (GENERALIZED KNOWLEDGE)—5 points
accurate use of target word in appropriate context and elsewhere in the text

A total of 1,440 instances of word use (24 subjects X 20 target words X 3 N
readings) were analyzed according to the above system. Each target word received 2
rating of from 1 to 5 for each child. The total points for each category of word use
were calculated.
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Table 1 shows the frequencies and percentages of the target words used by the
combmcd kindergarten and first-grade children in the experimental group, according to
ive category ratings The scores from the kindergarten and first-grade experimental 2
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- Frequmcws (and Percentages) of Category Ratings for:Target Lexical Isems by
; »Reading for Kmdergarten and First. Grade Combined

Rudmg'

s owg Tores

Noll-'aulty!{.nowledgc 367 315 - 29T
. 1) (76.46) (65.63) (61.88).. -
g Developmg Knowledge 1 1 -0

(Cat. 2) ¢ 21 ( .21 ( .00)
Synonym 62 60 53
(Cat. 3) (12.92) (12.50) {11:04).

Accurate Knowledge 50 9% 120:

(Cat. 4) (10.42) (20.00) (25.00)
. . Generalized Knowledge 0 8 10
T (Cat. 5) ( .00) ( 1.67) (-2.08). .

Totals 480 480 480"

subjects were combined because no significant differences between these two: gmups
were found for the total scores, an unanticipated finding. The. number. of- words in
Category 1 (no/faulty knowledge) and Category 3 (synonym) decreased across’ the
three retellings, whereas the number of words in Category 4 {accurate knowledge)
and Category 5 (gcncrahzed knowledge) increased.

Using the 5-point scoring system, cach child wa. given an individual scr~ .
the first reteilings of the two books combined, the second retellings combined, end
the third retellings combined. Scores per reading could range from a low of 20 to a
high of 100. Analysis of variance yielded significant main effects for the ret g8
F(2, 46) =24.04, p<.0001.

A multiple comparison of means (Tukey’s HSD Test) indicated statistically sig-
nificant differences (p<.05) between the first and the second retelling scores and
between the orst and the third retellings. There was no significant difference, however,
between the second and the third retelling (Retelling 1: M=31.92, Retelling 2:
M =38.33, Retelling 3: M=41.28). o

Table 2 shows means and standard deviations resulting from separate analyses of '
reteling scores per reading for subjects in kindergarten and first grade aud for boys
and girls. ANOVA by grade and gender was carried out, with difference scores
between the first rtelling and the higher of the second or third retellings. No signifi-
cant main effects were found for the gender of the subject or the grade; however, the
difference in retelling scores between kindergartners and first graders approached
significance, p<.065 (kindergarten: M=1.5, first grade: M= 13.42). s
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Analysis of Story Vocabulary Pre- and Posttests

Table 3 shows the means and standard deviations for pretest, posttest, and gain Ty
37"s by the grade and gender of subjects. No statistically significant difference was
L KC d between the pretest and posttest vocabulary scores with respect to treatment,
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Table 2
Means (and Standard Deviations) of Retelling Scores by Grade and Sex
Retelling 1 Retelling 2 Retelling 3
Kindergarten 29.83 (6.78) 35.33 (11.31) 36.58 (10.3)
First Grade 33.08 (5.73) 41.33 (13:28) 45.58 (11.12)
Boys 32.58 (6.96) 39.83 (13.88) 41.33 (13.15)
Girls 30.33 (5.77) 36.83 (11.24) 40.83 (10.04) -

Total Group 31.46 (6.36) 38.33 (12.44) 41.08 (11.45) -

grade, or gender of the subject; nor were there any significant interactions. Différences -
by gender and treatment group, however, approached significance, with girls showing.
larger gain scores than boys, and with the overall experimental group scoring higher
than the control group.

An analysis of covariance, using the WPPSI raw scores as a covariate, also did
not show statistically significant differences.

DISCUSSION

In general the results support, to a limited extent, the carlier findings of Eller et
al (1988), though the effects f reading aloud on vocabulary growth were not as
strong in this study. Although there was a significant increasz in subjects’ appropriate
use of difficult vocabulary from the first to the second oral reenactment of the books, _;
the differences between the second and third reenactment, though in the expected -
directicn, were not significant. One obvious differeace between this study and the .-
Eller et al study was the use in this study of a first-grade population in addition to
the kindergarten population. However, the difference ir the populations does not seem ‘
a reason: ble explanation for the difference between the two studies since there were g
ro statistically significant differences between the performance of the first-grads and -
; kindergarten subjects. Overail, our results are not terribly different from those of Kller -
s et al.; all of the scores were in the expected direction.

. One unanticipated finding throughcut this study was the general lack of significant
diiferences between the performance of the kindergarten and firs. -grade children,
although the differeace in retelling scores by grade did approach significance. This
lack of differences was not restricted to the effects of the experimental treatment,
There were likewise no significant differences in the pretest of the story vocabulary
items, nor in the WPPSI scores. The latter finding suggests that the kindergarten
children refered to us may have been more advanced in language development for
their age than were the first graders for their age. In particular, it scems that facility
with oral language was not always taken it. > account in the referral of kindergarten
students since the range in subjects’ ability to “‘read"’ stories varied greatly. Some
kindergartners were still at the labelling stage while others supplied full and sophisti-
cated stories.

; - The second major finding in the study was that there were no significant differ-
| 244
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Tablc 3

2y Mcans (and Standard Deviations) for Pretest, Posttest, and Gain Scores by

Grade -and Sex \
= Pretest Posest - GunScom‘
. Control 17.92 (8.89) 21.08 (12.19) 3. l7 (] 25)
< .Experimental 1542 (8.18) 22.17 (9.83) 6.75 (5. 31)
- -First Grade ' _
. Costrol 20.75 (10.79) 25.50 (9.30) 5.58.(4.58)
;. Experimental 25.00 (8.7 31.00 (10.51) 6.00 (5.86)
- Boys
7" Control 29.50 (9.88) 7 2 (8.89) 4.83 (4.49)
. Experimentsl 23.42 (10.99) ¢ 98(13.07) 3.67 (5.38)
" Qirls
; Contro} 17.17 (9.49) 20.25 (12.74) 3.92 (5.58)
" Experimental 17.00 (7.12) 26.08 (8.90) 9.08 (4.23)

Total Group

Control 19.33 (9.73) 23.29 (10.84) 4.38 (4.38)
Experimental 20.21 (9.63) 26.58 (10.95) 6.38 (5.48)

'Gainworcsumddmnmedbyﬁndmgt‘hcdiffmbctwmmmdpowwmforuchmbjoct
In some cases the mean gan score may be larger then the difference between the meaas of the pre- and
postiest scores.

ences by treatment between the pre- and posttest measures of subjects’ ability to
provide verbal definitions for the 20 difficult words taken from the texts that.were
read aloud. The research by Elley (1989) provided some basis for predicting significant
differences in such a measure, but there were some important differences beiween
this and Elley’s study. Elley used & multiple-choice test, whereas we asked subjects
to produce a verbal definition—a much more demanding task. It may very well be
that there is 2 continium of difficulty of tasks which assess knowledge of vocabulary,
so that being able to use the word in a contextuaily appropriate way in the retelling
of a story, or choosing a picture from four choices to match a word spoken by an
examiner may require less depth of vocabulary knowledge or perhaps less expressive
language skills than prcaucing a verbal definition. Althouyh we have not yet analyzed,
except for the targeted vocabulary, the full content of the reading reenactment proto-
cols, we did note several in which the children ‘were able to use some words in a
contextually appropriate way in the reading reenacthaent, but then failed to offer even
an atternpt at defining the word when asked to do 50 on iic pos%cst.

The present study was different from the Elley study also in that our subjects
were younger. It may be that the impact of reading aloud is greater for older children.
In addition, the books used in this study were different from those used by Elley
11989), and Elley did show substantial text specific effects on vocabulary acquisition.

The results of the present study are encouraging in that they partially replicate
the n;.su]ts obtained by Eller et al. (1988) which suggest that reading aloud to children

l lClmportant positive effect on vocabulary growth. However, the study also
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238 Literacy Theory and Research

points to a number of implications for future research dealing with the influence of
reading aloud to young children. First, it is unfortunate that more is not known about
the relationship of different approaches to assessing a child’s knowledge of a word.
There is an outstanding need for research in this area.
Second, the procedure of reading books aloud to individuai children was very
time consuming. The recent work cf Elley (1989) suggests that reading to groups of
children has a very sigaificant eifect on vocabulary growth; the differential effects on
" vocabulary development, if any, of reading aloud to individual chil¢sen as compared
to reading aloud to groups need to be studied.

Elley (1989) has begun some very important analyses of the types of vocabulary :

items that children are likely to learn from read aloud events and has also found
substantial text specific effects on vocabulary acquisition. This work, which eventually
might provide teachers some useful guidelines for selecting read aloud books, also
needs to be extended.

Finally, the studies by Eller et al. (1988), Elley (1989), and the present study all
used three readings of the same book assessing vocabulary growth. Certainly there is
no good research basis for concluding that three rereadings is the optimal prmber.
Althovgh Eller et al. did find significant improvement in the use of the targeted
vocabulary from the second to the third reading reenactment, we did not. Based on
inspection of the reading reenactment protocols from our study, it appears for some
children, most likely those with 1nore restricted language skills, having the text read
aloud three times seemed very beneficial. In addition to increased appropriate use of
the targeted words, many of these children produced increasingly longer, more elabo-
rate reading reenactments protocols. However, some children, most likely those with
very good language skills, seemed bored by the third reading and retelling. The
reading reenactment protocols of such children actually showed a reduction in length
and detail with subsequent retellings The epitome of this tendency was exemplified
by one kindergarten child, who when told that he would be read The Owi and the
Woodpecker for the third time, asked if it were the only book that we had, and then
volunteered to bring some of his own books for us to read to him.

Becoming a Nation of Readers (Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, & Wilkerson, 1985)
concluded ‘‘The single most important activity of building the inowledge required
for eventual success in reading is reading aloud to children'’ (p. 23). The studies
reviewed in this paper provide added justification for that statement and suggest that
an important way in wh.ch reading aloud to children contributes to their success 1s by
broadening the language base on which successful reading exists.
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THE INFLUENCE OF PHONICS INSTRUCTION
ON SPELLING PRCGRESS!

Laurie Nelson
National College of Education

Ir  cent years, linguists, educational researchers, and classroom teachers have
come tw embrace a theory of early spelling development, first advanced by Charles
Read in 1971, in v nich children’s spelling is initially dominated by their phonetic
intuitions, and onls later gives way to more acquired, conventional forms. Develop-
mental spelling the: -y underwent subsequent refinement by Edmund Henderson and
his colleagues at the University of Virginia (Beers & Henderson, 1977; Gentry, 1977;
Henderson & Beers, 1980; Zutell, 1980); actual *‘stages”” of development were pos-
ited and field tested in varied settings. Based on these theoretical refinements, most
children pass through a succession of reasonably clear and identifiable stages en route
to becoming proficient speliers. Although evidence of these stages has been collected
time and again, research is still lacking that tests the durability of this sequence in
sharply defined instructional settings. The Read/Henderson findings are undoubtedly
important, explaining how most children acquire English spelling; but do all children
necessarily leam to spell in the specified sequence? And if not, what deviations occur?

A precedent exists for suggesting instruction can influence how children treat and
store words. Barr (1972, 1974-1975), DeLawter (1970), Elder (1971), and others
have demonstrated the differential <ontributions of phonics and/or word-based instruc-
uon to children’s word learning in reading. There are logical grounds therefore for
suspecting instructional influence on spelling devclopment. In this paper, the possibil-
ity of instructional influsnce on the Read/Henderson developmental spelling sequence
is systematically explored.

Developmental Spelling Stages

According to Henderson (1981), children show the first sound in a word in their
earliest systematic spelling attempts. Soon thereafter, the final sound is represented
Feet spelled F or FT is common at this beginning stage (sometimes called the semi-
phonenc stage). Next, young children enter a phonetic stage of spelling in which the
beginning, middle, and end of a word are represented (Henderson, 1980; Read, 1971)
Hendersun (1980) suggests that children spelling in the ph..netic stage use one letter
per sound. Consonant boundaries (the first and last sounds in words) are recorded

"1 wuald like to acknowledge the inmights of Rebecca Barr, Darrell Momis, and Jerry Zutell in
preparation of this manuscript.
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fairly reliably because the sounds we hear in mest consonants can be traced to their
correct letter-names. Long vowels, because they ‘‘say’’ their own letrer-nawe, are
also generally rendersd correct (FET for feet; RIS for rice). Having assigned the
alphabet letters a, e, i, 0 and u the job of recording long vowel sounds, however,
children at this stage could be at a loss when they go to record short vowel sounds.

Read (1971) found that children actuaily seem not to experience any confusion;
instead they naturally record the short vowel sounds with the phonetically nearest
long-vowel neighbor until such time as the correct short vowel pairings are learned.
Thus, dress is spelled JAS or JRAS, rich is spelled REJ or REH, and junk might be
spelled JOK (the nearest long-vowel neighbor for short e is the alphabet lziier-name
A; the nearest long-vowel neighbor for short i is the letter-name £, and the nearest
lona-vowel neighbor for short u is the letter-name O [Read, 1971)).

The third stage and final one of interest in this paper, the transitional stage, also
represents an advance in how children are thinking about words. Key here is the
child’s movement away from a one letter per sound spelling strategy. The child begins
to grasp the pattern principle in English spelling ilenderson, 1980; Henderson &
Templeton, 1986). Consequeatly, long vowels are .arked, if incorrectly a. times: the
phonetic rendering of feet [FET] may now go to '™ _{E; rice, once RIS may now be
RIES. At this stage, according to Henderson, the correct short vowel pairings are
learned (possibly as a consequence of reading experience/instruction [Henderson,
1985)), and JRAS improves to DRES.

Influence of iastruction on Spelling

Develcpmental spelling theory suggests that children in ths phonetic spelling
stage may rely on knowledge of long vowel letter names to spell short vowels. Yet.
conventional (correct) short vowels are often taught before long vowels in systematic
phonics programs Such instruction supports the development of understanding in a
sequence inconsistent with the proposed developmental scheme. Therefore the inclu-
sion of a phonics-instructed classroom could make a useful test case in a study of
instruction’s influence on spelling.

Regardless of instructional type, it was thought that it would pot be until the
phonetic stage that children’s spellings would be like'y to reveal instructional influ-
ence, since consonants make a limited number of sounds compared with vowels.

METHOD

The spelling data used in this study were collected as part of a larger project
contrasting possible instructional influence on several early reading phenomena. These
spellings were drawn from a working class, semi-rural, phonics-instructed kindergar-
ten, and a low SES, word-based instructed first grade. The spelling lists were given
in one-tc-one sessions with individual children, four times over the year (September,
December, February, and May). The list itself was adapted from Morris (1981, see
Table 1).
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CK

Lp LAP
RS RC RIS ROS*
REZ RIC

BG BOG BAG

RJ REJ R
REG RIG*
REH RIH*

JCIEK JK joC Juce
JOK JUK*
GOC Guce
GOK GUK*

COMB CMKMC coM CuMm*

KOM KUM*

*Indicates anomalous vowel treatments in words otherwise phonetically spelled.

Anomalies in Spelling

Three pattems were noted in the phonics kindergarten during data collection,
raising the possibility that the developmeatal spelling sequence outlined by Read and
Henderson does not hold for all instructional settings. First, correct.short vowels (a
transitional stage feature), co-occurred with features Read and Henderson argued were
benchmarks of the phonetic stage. Thus dress was srelled JES, and rick was-spelled
RIH. (At the phonetic stage the child tends to use a single letter to represent a
consonant blend or digraph whose actual spelling must probably be learned through
reading.)

Second, some of the more able youngsuiers handled vowel spellings in unusual
ways. One child who could orally segment each spelling word accurately, could not
decide how to record the long or short vowel sounds. She recorded the beginning and
ending consonant and left a space for the vowel: JR_S for dress, ST G for stick, R_S-
for rice, and so forth. Another child, at a powu1n the year when all Tive short vowels
© Q7 en instructed, ‘‘used up’’ the five vowel letters for the short vowel words on
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the spelling test. She spelled feer correctly and rapidly, then paused before attempting
two other long vowel words on the list. Finally she spelled rice. RIS and comb:
COOM. These spellings suggest she had to hurriedly come up with a way to represent

Nt

long vowel sounds. Whe- asked why she had doubled the vowel in these words she

said she had used feet to figure it cut.

Third, several children spelled some long vowels with the same incorrect letter, .’

time after time. Mail, instead of being spelled MAL, was spelled MEL; feer was:
spelled FIT. These children scemed to be using *‘reverse substitutiors,”’ going to the'
nezrest-short-vowel-neighbor to represent the long vowel sound, whereas-Read had: -

discovered moest young spellers going to the nearest-long-vowel-neighbor to represent

the short vowel sound. Read (1971) and Beers and Henderson (1977), had also ob- .

served this reverse substitution phenomenon on a limited basis. Table 1 represents
both the early developmental spelling stages and the anomalies sex 1 in the phonics-
instructed kindergarten for the sct of one-syllable words used in this siudy.

Analysis of Spellings from P.ionetic Stage

To investigate the spelling anomalies described above more systematically, some
ground rules were established. First, only those spelling protocols that adhered to
the phonetic stage criteria as originelly put forth by Henderson (Henderson, 1980;
Henderson, 1981) were analyzed, with the exception that words were coded as pho-
netic even if the short vowel were correct. For example, JES was coded as a phonetic
stage spelling since the conscnantal treatment fit Henderson’s ““spelling by sound”’
criterion and only the vowel was conventionally rendered. Unmarked long vowels as
in MAL and FET were easy to code phonetic—as every letter fit Henderson's criteria.
Even nearest-short-vowel substitution spellings of long vowel words such as MEL
and FIT could be coded phonetic because no vowel marker was present. (Vowel
markers are a hallmark of the more advanced fransitional stage.)

Second, protocols were included only if 5 or more of the 10 words fit the phonetic
criteria Further, if only 5 words fit the criteria, the remainng 5 words had to be split
between semi-phonetic and transitional stage spellings. These conditions met, the
entire list v 2s ircluded in the analysis. A provision was made for including words
from the phonics-instr.rted class. Not until each specific short vowel had been in-
structed were words containing those short vowels included in ..c analysis. This same
pruvision was not maue in the word based (lass, where long and shoit vowel instruc-
tion was less systematic.

Third, in looking for 5 or more phonetically spelled words on a list, o.ly words
with both boundary consor...ats and the vowel (CVC-patierns) were considered. Feet
spelled FE was insufficient evidence to code a spelling as phonetic stage, evidence
also had to exist showing that the child could hear the ending consonant based on his
or her spellings of other list words. Once 5 words on a list were tagged phonetic,
however, as a sixth word feet sperled FE was included in the analysis, providing
additional data to analyze for the state of the child’s vowel knowledge.

Of the 74 lists analyzed from b *h classes, 19 were included on the basis of 5
words fitting the criteria, and the other 55 lists were included because between 6 and
10 words fit the criteria. For both classes, 62 of the 74 lists analyzed were ftui. Times
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3 (February) and 4 (May); only then were most of the children in the phonetic spelling
stage. Having determined criteria for sclecting relevant lists, the data from the two
classes were kept separate for subsequent analyses, to preserve the possibility of
discerning different instructional influences.

The analysis was straightforward. Each word was noted and tallied if it contained
what could be called a developmentally precocious treatment of the vowel. For exam-
ple, dress spelled JES or JRES was tallicd as a precociously correct short vowel
spelling because it appeared at the phonetic stage. Mail spelled MEL was noted as an
example of a nearest-short-vowel-neighbor substitution for the long vowel a. The
rationale for this was based on the observation by Read (1971) that children use
similarities in articulation to represent short vowe! spellings. In this case, the same
intuition is in effect but followed in the opposite direction. It is hard otherwise to
explain why long @ would be spelled with an E rather than an A. Referring back to
Table 1, the asterisked spellings exemplify precocious, correct short vowel spellings in
otherwise phonetically rendered words and intuitively spelled nearest-SHORT-vowel-
neighbo, renderings ! long vowel sounds. These spellirgs were tallied as influenced
by instruction.

RESULTS

Figure 1 depicts the incidence of instructional influence in both classes. There is
a clear trend towards correct spelling of short vowels in the phonir< class when
comparcd with the word-based class. Based on 209 words analyzzd, phonics-ia-
structed children correctly spelled short vowels often (78%), whereas otherwise the
cnitena for list inclusion indicated that they were in the phonetic spelling stage This
contrasts witn children in the word based class who, based on 160 words analyzed,
correctly spelied the short vowel 31% of the time while in the phonetic stage. A z-

100 T .
50 4 Precocious Shont Vowel
8O T ok Reversa Substitution
70 for Long Vowels
60 4
50 +
40 4
30 ¢+
20 L
10 + 3%
0 \ PR \
Phonics Word-Based
Figure 1. The mcidence of instructional influence on long and short vowel spellings
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test for comparing propartions from independent samples showed that the two percent-
zges were significantly different at the p<.001 level (Ferguson, 1976).

At the same time, phonics-instructed children substituted the nearest-short-vowel-
udighbor for long vowels 17% of all 170 words analyzed, whereas word-based in-

P

Sl R RETN
PR ST A R AT

structed children made this substituticn only 3% of the time on 128 words analyzed. . -

A z-test comparing phonics versus word-based instructed children’s use of nearest- =
short-vowel-substitutions again showed the difference to be significant at the p<.00l 3
level. The instructional influence on short vowel words was significantly greater than
on long vowel words (p<.001) for each class.

DISCUSSION

The results of this study indicate a trend towards accelerated comect short vowel
spelling with consequences for long vowel spellings on the part of phonics-instructed
kindergartners. Given an instructional program in which the short vowel sounds are
intensivesy rehearsed (about 2 weeks of direct instruction per short vowel) and con-
stantly reviewed as new consonant sounds are i1toduced, it makes sense that a devia-
tion in a traditional developmental spelling sequence might occur. This is particularly
so given that the developmental sequence was first identified in a preschool setting
where no strong print-oriented instruction occurred (Read, 1971) and refined in a more
eclectic first grade (Becrs & Henderson, 1977).

The significant results in the phonics class raise two issucs. First, what was
proposed as a “‘naturai’’ developmental sequence (Henderson, 1980) may be deter-
mined in part by how ciildren typically learn to read, namely via word-based methods.
Given intensive phonics-based methods, the developmental sequence may be altered.
One implication of this finding is that in future spelling research instruction needs to
be documented in order to gauge its infiuence on spelling development.

Second, at the same time that some specific measureable instructional influence
pertaining to vowels was documented in this study, I sugyest that the basic tenets of
Read and Henderson’s work seem to hold in general. Read (1971) and Henderson
(1980) each describe the phonetic spelling stage as one in which children spell one
letter per und. The results of this study confirm this notion. Further, a portion of
the evidence suggested that kindergarten children in this study may have based their
short vowel substitutions for long vowe! sounds on erticulatory gestures. This is
similar to Read’s (1971) finding concerning the spelling of short vowel sounds. In
this study, the children turned to the instructed shor? vowels (instead of to the known
long vowel names), perhaps because short vowel instruction had moved them away
from letter-nams intuitions. Either decision pivots on an articulatory base. Thus,
although this study finds support for the influence of instruction on spelling, 1t also
lends support to the existence of a developmental spelling progression.
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< BEING REALLY, REALLY CERTAIN YOU:KNOW
THE MAIN IDEA DOESN'T MEAN YOU:DO!

Michgel Pressley
University of Maryland

Elizabeth Ghatala
‘v’ University of Houston

Jennifer Pirie and Vera E. Woloshyn
University of Western Ontario

An important assumption in most models of skilled reading is that readers monitor
their comprchmsxon of text (e.g., Baker & Brown, 1984), that they are aware of
when content is understood and when understanding is less than complete. ‘Such
awareness is presumed to play a critical role in regulating comprehension processes.
Thus, if a reader believes prose is being encoded and mterpretcd ac intended by an
author, there is no reason to modify processing of text. If text is being read’ quickly, -
beginning at the first word of every paragraph and proceeding to the end of ‘cach
paragraph, it is likely that rapid beginning-to-ending reading will continue, Altema-
tively, fer.ngs of miscomprehension can direct rereading of material already coyered
or alter ymocessing of subsequent content (e.g., cause the reader to read more slowly:,
.ad carefully). In short, comprehension monitoring has been conceptualized as a
critical executive process in skilled reading, regulating other processes that affect
comprehension.

Much of the early work on comprehensionp monitoring was done within the error
detection paradigm. Students read text containing inconsistencies or errors {¢.g., twg
statements in a story about fish, one claiming they live where there is no light and
the other that fish select their food by color). If readers noticed such problems, the
argument was that they were monitoring their comprehension (¢.g., Markman, 1977,
1979)—they were detecting that their understanding of one part of a text conflicted
with what they understood another part of it to mean. For the example, if the suhject
coded that fish lived in a completely dark environment, the statement about selecting
food on the basis of color should be surprising and result in a report of text inconsis-
tency. Unfortunately, there were alternative interpretations of failures to report errors
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in text, ones making obvious the inadequacy of the error detection approach as an
index of comprehension monitoring. Three of the possibilitics mentioned by Winograd
and Johnston (1982) were that failures to report errors could be due to lack of prior
knowledge, reflect readers’ general belief that printed texts do not contain erross, or
result from rationalizations made by reagers to ¢xplain away inconsistencies.

The interpretive difficultics with error detection stimulated the development of
alternative methods for measuring comprehension monitoring. One teck rique devel-
oped in our laborataries (Pressley, Ghatala, Woloshyn, & Pirie, in press) has been to
ask people main idea questions about text they have just completed reading (e.g.,
What is the author’s purpose in this passage? What would be a good title for the
passage?) and to elicit ratings of confidence in their responses. If a reader is monitoring
comprehension, then confidence should be high when responses to main idea questions
are adequate and low when responses are inadequate. Our most important finding to
date, however, is that adult readers usually are moderately confident about the correct-
ness of their answers to main idea questions, regardless of the adequacy of their
responses (Pressley et al., in press, Experiment 2). Most striking, they are overconfi-
dent about poor answers, car*sing them to bypass opportunities to restudy text (Pressley
et al,, in press, Experiment 1). In short, adults do not seem to monitor well their
comprehension of main points in text, a type of monitoring failure that can undermine
executive actions (e g , deciding to reread) that potentially could improve understand-
ing of text.

In the study reported here, we reexamined comprehension monitoring using the
main idea-question paradigm The particular problem studied here was whether com-
prehension monitoring (and thus, responses to main idea questions) might be more
adequate if students were induced to use an exceptionally stringent criterion, one more
exzcting than their usual standard Thus, students in a high-certainty condition read
stories accompanied by main idea questions. They were instructed to continue reading
and processing the passage and its accompanying question until they could respond
to the question with a high degree of confidence. In contrast, one-reading subjects
were asked simply to read the passage one time, to provide an answer to the passage
question, and to rate the certainty of their answer. Based on Pressley et al. (1n press,
Experiment 2), the expectation was that one-reading subjects would rate both their
correct and incorrect answers approximately equally and about 5 on a 7-point
scale (i e confident, although not extremely confident). That 1s, their confidence fol-
lowin_, one reading was expected to be well below the 7-point ceiling of the scale,
and thus, there would be room for the high-certainty mnstruction to increase confi-
dence.

One well established finding in the error detection paradigm 1s that instructions
to <hift crite~a affect performance, in general, any information provided to subjects
about what constitutes an error increases accuracy in reporting errors consistent with
the criteria specified in the instructions (e.g aker, 1985, Elliott-Faust & Pressley,
1986, Markman & Gorin, 1981). Thus, w. ,urmised that asking subjects to use a
different criterion than the one they normally would adopt (viz., one higher than their
usual one) might increase critical evaluation of their first responses. If so, they might
review text addi ~nally to determine if their first attempt to summanze the text theme
really produced an answer veridical with the meaning in the prose. If this manipulation

<




was successful in increasing the quality of answers provided to main idea.questions,
it would suggest & simple intervention for improving monitoring of main idea compre-
hension. Readers con;? be encouraged to adopt especially stringent criteria for decid-

i ing they have understood the most important idea in a passage.
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METHOD

Subjects

Forty undergraduates (22 females, 18 males; mean age=19.5 yTS; age range= 18
to 25 yrs) who were enrolled in a first-yeor niversity course served as subjects in the:
experiment. Subjects were randomly assigned either to the high-certainty condition or
the one-reading condition.

Materials

Subjects read 10 passages (a different random order for each participant), cach
between 200 and 500 words in length. These were taken from SAT verbal subtests
(¢.g., College Entrance Examination Board, 1988) and covered literary, scientific,-and
social scientific topics. The following example is typical of the length and difficulty of
these readings:

As soon as cable service was restored after the carthquake, Baron Okura replied
to architect Frank Lloyd Wright's inquiry with a message of congratulation:

HOTEL STANDS UNDAMAGED AS MONUMENT OF YOUR GENIUS.

HUNDREDS OF HOMELESS PROVIDED FCR BY PERFECTLY MAIN-

TAINED SERVICE. CONGRATULATIONS, OKURA.

Never one to display undue reticence in such matters, Wright _peedily convened
aprcssconfcrcnecatwhichhcsaidnothingtodissuadercmﬁmfmmd;awingthc
inference that the Imperial Hotel was the only building in Tokyo that hiad remained
standing through the disaster. In fact; however, hundreds of other solid masonry
buildings in both Tokyo and Yokohama also withstood the cuake—most notably those
of British architect Josiah Condor, whose numerous structures suffered considerably
less damage than Wright’s. Nonetheless, the Imperial Hotel's thoroughly undeserved
fame as the only building that had stood up through the great Tokyo quake was to
prove far more unshakable than the edifice itself; and Wright's renown as the man
who had designed and built it flourished accordingly. While by no means wholly
responsible for the architectural revolution that was to revitalize the world’s cities
during the next four decades, the worldwide repute of Wright's Impesial Hotel was
to facilitars and hasten its progress. Py the ¢me this famous edifice wes demolished
in 1967, 1 great carthquake had been instrumental in altering not only the appearance
of Tokyo but also ihat of many of the other great cities in the world (College Entrance
Examination Board, 195 p. 55).

Each passage was accompanied by a short-answer question tapping the overall
theme of the passage. Subjects were asked cither the main idea of the passage, its
primary purpose, what the author principally wanted to discuss, or fora title summariz-
ing the passage content. Thus, for the example passage subjects were asked to com-
plete the sentence, *“The primary purpose of the passageisto . . . ."

O After completing the 10 passages and questions accompanying them, the subjects
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252 Literacy Theory and Research

took a complete 40-item SAT verbal section. This provided an estimate of individual
differences in verbal competence.

Procedure

Before a passage was presented, the subject read the question accompanying it.
High-certainty subjects then read the passage under an instruction to continue reading
until they could provide an answer to the question with a very high degree of certainty
(i.e., wey could give an answer they were “‘very, very sure of.” In contrast, one-
rea-"ing subjects were presented the question before reading and were told to rena i
from beginning to end one time only and to generate an answer based on the single
reading. After produciug an answer, subjects in both conditions rated their confidence
of correctness on a 1 (absolutely sure answer is incorrect) to 7 (absolutely certain
answer is correct) scale, with the midpoint of 4 correponding to **50/50 chance the
answer is correct * Following the rating, the subject proceeded to the next passage.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Verbal Ability

High-certainty subjects averaged 24.10 items correct (SD =4.42) out of 45 on the
‘ SAT verbal section, the corresponding figure for one-reading subjects was 23.05
. (SD =4 47) These means did not differ significantly, 1(38) =0.75, p>.50, saggesting
approximately equal verbal ability in the two conditions. This was as expected since
there was random assignment of participants to the two conditions, that it was so,
however, makes less likely that ouner significant differences between conditions that
occurred could be explained away as artifacts of differences 1n ability between the
two conditions.

Reading Time

High-certainty subjects spent more time reading the passages than one-reading
participants; the total reading time was 27.25 imins. (SD = 12.88 muns.) in the high-
certainty condition versus 18.83 mins. (SD =2.72 mins.) in the one-reading condition,
K38)=13 03, p< 01 (Kirk, 1982, for this and all subsequent statistical references).

Performance on the Main Idea Questions

All answers that addressed the question and were consistent with the text were
considered correct, with two raters achieving 95% agreement, disagreements were
resolved by discussion For instance, for the question about the pwpese of the example
passage, any answer referring to how the ¢ .sthquake was responsible for shifting
world architecture in the ensuing years was accepted as correct.

The extra time in the high certainty condition did not translate into significantly
better performance on the main idea questions. High-certainty subjects averaged 5.70
correct out of 10 compared to 5.00 in the one-reading condition, #38)=1.02,

@™ 90(MSg =4 689). That is, cven the students instructed to use a high cnterion
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Being Cert. '3 You Know the Main ldea

provided errant respoises more than 40% of the time. The proportious of subjects
answering a question correctly did not diiTzr significantly for 9 of the 10 passages,
greatest X2(1) = 1.62, p>.05 for these nine passage questions. For one passage, more
high-certainty subjects (11 of 20) responded appropriately to the question than one-
reading participants (2 of 20), X%(1)=9.23, p<.0l.

~
B2
-
T
r
5
%
P
=3

A

e ol ¥

Certainty Ratings &

Despite objective performance far below ceiling, high-certainty subjects were
very certain of their answers, both when they were correct and when they were
incorrect. The respective mean ratings were 6.43 (SD =0.22) and 6.24 (SD=0.19)
out of 7. In fact, as is obvious in Figure 1a, no rating for any item by any high-
certainty subject was lower than 6. The mean ratings of 5.09 (SD=0.82) and 4 43 :
10.78) for comrect and 1ncorrect items respectively in the one-reading condition were :
lower than the corresponding means in the high-ccitaiuty codudition, smaller
1(38) = 7.06, p<.091. Although the confidence ratings m the on¢-reading condition :
averaged on the high end of the scale, they spanned its entire range, both for correct §
and 1ncorrect responses (see Figure 1b). In both conditions, inspection of the distribu-
tions of ratings suggested slighily greater confidence in correct than in incorrect an-
swers. In fact, the mean confidence raiings for correctly answered items were signifi-
cantly greater than the mean ratings for incor:ct items in botn conditions, smaller
1(19)=3.03, p<.0l.

One casily replicated finding in the error detection literature is a relationship
between reading ability and error detection (Baker & Brown, 1984) Good readers are
more likely than poor readers to wiotice when text contains anomalies and inconsisten- ;
cies. A parallel relationship was not obtained here. Correlations between verbal SAT i
performance and awareness of when main idea questions had been answered correctly .
, versus incorrectly (defined as the difference vetweea cach subject’s confidence ratings
; for correct versus incorrect items) were low in both corditions, larger |r! = 20, p> 20
Morcover, there were only nonsignificant .orreiuc.ons between verual abiiity and con- X
B fidence ratings for correct ttems, larger |, = .29, 5>.20, and between verbal ability i
: and confidence ratings fur incorrect stems. larger |r}= 15, p> 50 These failures to |
find sigmificant corre ations between general ability and awareness of performance are :i
consistent with conesponding failures in Pressley et al. (in press) |
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SUMMARY AND INTERPRETATION ’

Not getting the main 1dea of a passage is bad enough For a reader not to know
that he or she d.d not get 1t 1s even worse. These two deficiencies sum to overconfi-
dence, with this occumng for the full range of reading abilities in the unéversity
samp!z studied here. Asking people to be really sure they answered a main idea
. question had twu negative effects. It slowed responding to the main idea question
! (.e., .tincreased ~ffort expended) and increased confidence in incorrect interpretations :
; of the main pomnt. This pattern 1. sirnilar to one we obtained previously on a learning ;
; E TC 1n which college students studied two sets of sentences that differed in memnrabil :
: r— :
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Figure 1. Distributions of certainty ratings ss a function of cormrectness of response
for the (a) high-certainty and (b) one-reading conditions.

ity (Hunter-Blanks, Ghatala, Levin, & Pressley, 1988). Subjects detected the memora-
bility difference between sentence sets during study, reported expending more effort
on the diffiult sentences than on the easy sentences and predicted they would have
equally good or better recall of the difficult compared to the easy sentences. In fact,
however, on a subsequent test over the sentences, students recalled many more of the
easy than the difficult sentences.

In both the Hunter. Blanks et al. (1988) and the present study, it is as if subjects
can monitor the effort expended on the task but not the memorial or comprehension
consequences of that effort. Students in the Hunter-Blanks ¢ al. study did lower their
assessment of how well they had leamed the difficult sentences after they expericuced
a test over the sentences, however. In contrast, subjects in the present stedy maintained
high confideace that they had comprshended the main idea of the passages even after
answering test-like questions )
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How can ths latter finding be explained? Most of the incorrect answers contained
elements of the passage, embellished with «dditional meaning by the rsaders. For
instance, the following were incorrect statements of the primary purpose of the exam-
ple passage, w .11 of these statements rated as likely to be correct by students who
provided them (.., a confidence rating of 6 or 7 was provided for each one): ““The
historical analysis of how the architecture ir Tokyo was established.’* *‘Point out the
power of the press.”” ‘‘Say that quality can stand the test of time.”* ‘““Why Wright
was given so much attention for the building he built.”* The readers providing these
responses constructed interpretations of the text, ones capturing some theme in the
passage, although not the most important one. Thus, the example passage was reveal-
ing about how some of the architecture in Tokyo came about, it attested to the power
of the press in enhancing a person’s reputation, it told how Wright sent forth the
message that his workmanship would stand chal'enging tests. and it specified how
Wright gained a lot of attention for a building he designed. Nor are these responses
atypical of incorrect answers, most of the incorrect responses consisted of themes
developed in the passages. One hypothesis suggested by these incorrect answers is
that so long as « reader can construct an answer to a main idea question, ore that can
be defended in hight of some of the passage content, he or she is at risk for believing
the irterpretation maps well on to the main message in text.

In presenting this hypothesis, we recognize that the texts used in this investigation
and 1n our previous studies may be special cases. In all of our work on this problem
to date, the passages have been challenging and inconsiderate (Armbruster, 1984) Of
course, the mamn ideas of more considerate texts should be more obvious and thus,
more likely to be comprehended. So might the main ideas of texts that are of greater
inierest to readers or more consistent with their expertise. The more critical question,
however, from the perspective of this investigation, is whether readers are aware of
when they muss the poiat of such texts. A high priority should be to determine whether
the comprehension monitoring problem reported here is a more general one

Even 1f it 1s not, howe-er, the deficiency documented here is probably important,
for readers are often confronted with inconsiderate texts covering content not related
much to what they already know (Armbruster, 1984). Students often are required to
extract the mam pomnts from difficult texts. If the only instruction provided to them
is to keep working until they are very sure the main idea has been identified, that bit
of 1nstruction may dv more harm than good by slowing reading, yet increasing confi-
den.e m ncorrect responses. Cnterion shifting alone is probably not enough to im-
prove comprehension monitoring of inconsiderate texts.
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DIFFERENCES IN STORY RETELLING BEEAVIORS
AND THEIR RELATION TO READING
COMPRERENSION IN SECOND GRADERS
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June E. Barnhart

Northern lllinois University

Important insights iato ways in which literacy is leamed and used in everyday
activities have come from researchers in emergent literacy. These irvestigators have
focused on the speeck: and writing of preschool children and include studies that
examine young children’s developing awareness of oral/written language differences

> LRRATY, .
R i B A T e N T

f (e.g., Clay, 1979; Holdaway, 1979; Purcell-Gates, 1988; Sulzby., 1986), as well as “ﬁ
i, features of particular forms of discourse, including sense of story {c.g., Applebee, 2
1977). Researchers in emergent literacy consistently report observations of 4- and Y
S-year-olds who are not yet reading and writing conventionally, yet display knowledge : f
of the features of writien language (e.g., Barnhart, 1986, 1938; Barnhart & Sulzby,
‘ 1984; Clay, 1975, Cook-Gumperz & Gumperz, 1981; Ferreiro & Teberosky, 1982; j
¥ Sulzby, 1985a). R
In the process of becoming literate, c* ‘ldren encounter experiences with everyday, ii

contextualized writin, <nabling them to make inferences about functions of waiting,
as well a. relationships between visual symbols and speech sounds (Cochran-Smith,
1984; Harste, Woodward, & Burke, 1984). They also gain experience with another
kind of written language where meanings are independent of the situation and environ-
ment in which they occur. Gradually, they come to urderstand, through decontextu-
alized wniting, that meaning is made explicit within the resources < language itself,
through syntactic and lexical features, as well as the conventions of various forms of
: discourse.

For example, when young children take part in particular forms of discourse,
such as repeated encounters with a favorite nursery rhyme or st -ybook, they are able
t abstract a conceptual perspective that steers their expectatiuns and interpretations
of similar forms in the future. For stories, they develop schemes, or a ‘‘sense of
stury.”* According to Applebee (1977), sense of story begins by 2Y; years of age or
earlier, and appears to be well developed when children enter school (Mandler &
Johnson, 1977; Scein & Glenn, 1979).

The child's sense of story differentally affects the reception and production of
story. Research with beginning readers suggests tnat a well-developed set of semantic
and syntactic expectations play & crucial rule in successiul reading. For example,
research by Brown (1977) shows that the exten: of « child’s sense of story affects
comprehe..sion and ease 1n reading and listening to stories and affects ability to retell
and crea.. stories. Children must draw on their linguistic resources at the syntactic
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and semantic levels, as well as on their knowledge of story structure and convention,
to form a tert appropriate and meaningful for listeners.

A consiverable amount of work has focusea un preschool children's growth in oral
and written language, as well as story structure. The present study was an extension of
this work, and examined the developmental rature of the litezacy process beyond the. .
preschool yeurs in a sample of second-grade children who were heterogeneots with. - 52
regard 0 )zvel of reading comprehension. The research question which guided:the . %
study was: How can we describe story rewlling behaviors in second-grade children. . %
with diverse reading levels, and what is the relationship between patterns of retelling-
behaviors and level of reading comprehension?

i

METHOD

e

5 o %
0y ST ity

Subjects

f
s

The subjects were 24 children in a se ond-grade classroom from a public school
in a northwestern suburb of Chicago. The children came from a lower-middle to
middle SES area, and represented a range of ethnic backgrounds. Based on the results
of the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests, Level B, Form 1 (Gates & MacGinitie, 1978)
administered in October, the classroom teacher used Grade Equivalent Scores in Read-
ing Comprehension to f~m three group: for reading instructional purposss: (a) Above
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Grade Group (AGG), (b) Grade Level Group (GLG), and (c) Below Grade Growp .3
(BGG). There were 6 children in the AGG (5 girls, 1 boy), 9 children in the GLG 2 A
girls, 7 boys), and 9 childrer. in the BGG (3 girls, 6 boys). The mean Grade Equiva- .3
lent Reading Comprehension scores for the AGG, GLG, and BGG were 3.66 ,ﬂ i
(range=3.0-4.5), 1.78 (range=1.7-2.0), and 1.06 (range =kindergarten—1.4), re-
spectively An analysis of variace showed statistically significant differences among j
groups in the Comprehension raw scores (F(1, 22)=98.59, p<.0001). Post hoc L
t-tests showed all three paired comparisons to be statistically significant ( p<.0001). ,
The mean age for subjects was 7 years, 8 months (range =6,11 to 9,1) in September. ;
Materials and Procedure ,;

Over a 4-week period, the children listened to their teacher read four unfamiliar K
folktales in a group setting (one reading of each story per week), the fourth story
served as the stimulus story. The folktales were chosen from a collection titled, The
vig Book of Classic Fairy Stories (Craik, 1987), and included the following, read in . j

3

this order: (a) *“The Frog-Prince,” (b) *“The Wolf and the Seven Young Goslings,”
(¢) ““The Prince With the Nose,” and (d) *“The Six Swans.”” Using techniques de-
scribed in King (1989), King and kentel (1982), and King, Rentel, Pappas, Pettigrew,
and Zu.ell (1981), each child participai.d in an individual retelling interview session
which was tape recorded Immediately following the teacher’s reading of the stimulus
story, each child was asked to retell the story to a *‘naive’’ listenar At the interview A

site, the examiner said to each child: ‘‘Mrs. (teacher’s name) just read you a story, 4
but I wasn’t there to hear it. I want you to tell me the whole story from beginning to 4
end ™ To confirm the selection of the stimulus story as an unfamiliar folktale, at the A
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Story Retelling and Reading Comprehension 259

end of each interview subjects were each asked ir they bad ever heard the stimnalus
story Lefore. None of the children responded positively to this question.

Analyses

All analyses were based on detailed transcriptions for each child, with length
(measured in T-units) ane structure of children’s retellings independently scored by
two trained raters. Initial agreement between raters was 92.1%, with consensus
reached through discussion. The stimulus story co- tained 286 T-units. In a study of
100 folktales, Propp (1968) demonstrated that in traditional folktales there is an invari-
ant sequence of 31 functions (or actions and reactions), aithough in any given tale
some functions might be omitted. There were 16 of these in the stmulus folxtale.
Using this scheme, the number, type, and order of functions in children’s retellings
were analyzed in the present study.

P g e

RESULTS

Across all subjects, there was considerable variation in length and structwe of
children’s retellings. Further, different patterns were observed among tht three groups ;
that paralleled reading comprehension levels.

Length of Retellings

. Although the length of retellings across a”  .dren ranged from 3 to 98 T-units,

; there was no overlap ar.__ng groups. An ove.... Kiuskal-Wallace ANOVA showed
statistically significant differences among groups (H(2) = 20.16, p<.0001). Retellings
by children in the Above Grade Group we~ significantly longer (4 = 86.5) than those ;
by children in the Grade Level Group (M =34.0), U(6, 9)=60, p<.0008) and the
Below Grade Group (M = 10.6), U(6, 9) =48, p<.001). Further, retellings by children
in the Grade Level Group were : ;nificantly longer than those by children in the
Below Grade Group (U(9, 9) =80, p<.0003).
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Structure of Retellings

There were also significant differences among groups ir the nmber of {.actions
(H(2) =20.16, p<<.0001). Reiellings by children in the Above Grade Group contained
significantly more functions (M = 13.00) than those of children in the Grade Level
Group (M = 6.50), (U(6, 9) =69, p<.0007) and the B.low Grade Group (M =3.00},
(U6, 9)=48, p<.001). Frrther, cetellings by children in the Grade Level Group
contained significantly more functions than those of children in the Below Grade
Group (U(9, 9) =72, p<.002). Tu illus: diff- cent patterns among groups, four
children have been selected here for descripuve elzboration.

Brand; . reteiiing is representative of children in the Above Grade Group, and
excerpts are presented in Figure 1. All children in this group showed an awareness
that their retellings had to follow a certain order. For example, Brandy (who reca led
13 functions) re*old th= story to tks end of the first “cven functions, then skipped to
Q
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The story's called "The Six Swans."
2. Once upon & time a king was hunting in a jreat forest. ¢
3. He was lost in the forest. -4
4. And he wanted to get back home. (pause) i
R 5. And there was thigs witch.
6. And sho said, "Do you want to go home?"
7. And the xing said, "Yes."
8. "Can't you show me the way through the woods?"...
And then the witch took the king to her, to the witch's
house. ..
23. And the wicked queen turned the six boys into swans.
24. But the girl was up in her room so she was safe.
25. And then she went to look for, and then one day, the next day
the king went theve to see his dear children.
He came joyfully to visit his boys and girls.
And the girl told the king all about it.
28. And the king took, told the daughter to go back to the palace
with him.
28. But she didn't want to yo.
30. And the daughter said, "Let me stay here one more night."
31. And so he let her stay. (pause)
32. And then right at night, at night time, at night time the girl
left.
32. And when she cculdn't stay anymore.
33. She went to look for her brothers.
34. And she was walking through the woods.
< 35. And she saw this little house.
) 36. And she went inside...
45. And then she remembered that they were her brothers.
- 46. And they could only take this, (pause) their feathers off for
X about (pause) an hour.
: 47. And the brothers said, "We can only shed our skins for a
g while.”
4 48. "Then we'll tuxn back into geese." (pause)...
: 54. They told her that she could not speak or laugh to anyone.
55. And that she had to, (pause} and that she had to make these
; six shirts,
N 56. And the little girl made a firm revol-- a firm resolvul---
; she made this promise.
; 84. And just in time, then, and when the six years were over.
85. Then they came.
86. The six swans were flying over.
{ 87. The girl threw the six shirts on them,
. 88. Then her heart leaped for joy.
. 5¢. But one of the shirts didn't have a left arm.
90. And vhen that happ:ned, there was one of the brothers who did
not have a left arm.
91. But he had a left wing.
: 92, Ard the witch got burned, burned to ashes.
! 93. And that was the end.
; 94. And they lived, and were very happy forever and ever.
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Figure 1 Excerpts from Brandy's retelling of *“The Six Swans.” (Above Grade
Group)

function ten She stopped, paused, and began again, this time sequencing the appro-
priate functions that had been omitted, and finally completing her retelling of the
entire story in order Brandy and others in the AGG repeatedly self-corrected while
retelling, using frequent pauses to reconstruct the original story. :
Retellings of children in the Grade Level Group were shorter, and contained fewer
___© ctiors than those of childrepi t@); Above Grade Group. Figure 2 presents Steve’s
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1. First there was a (pause) witch (pause).

2. And tlie witch turned the queen‘s brothers into geese.
3. And what happened was (pause) she found out one day.
4. Then her father came.

5. And was going there to see the, to see something.

6. And acked, "Where are the brothers?"

7. And then said, *The witch turned them into swans.®

8. She went undar (pause), sent in the swan's house.
let's see, and she hide, hidded *inder the bed.

10. And they took off their, um, cwans's feathers. (pause)
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15. And, um, and she burned.
16. And she couldn't talk.
17. 1If she talked it wouldn't work for them.
: 18, And the witch burned.
e 19. She purned into pieces., (pause)
20, And she turned into ashes.
\ 21. And they were all thera.
\ 22. They watched.

o 11, It's called "Six Gesese.” 3
o 12. And they, um, the, um, the swan, the girl came out from under ’
> the bed,

2 3.2. And reccjynized (pause) them frox there.

9 13, Because they were going, I mean, because they weie hex

¥ brothers.

¥ 14. And the =ext, and then she, um, the king fell in lcve with the

} other girl.
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23. They watched her burn. (pause)
24. That's it.

Figure 2. Steve's retelling of *‘The Six Swans.”” (Grade Level Group)
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entire retelling, and is representative of those by children in this group. Steve recalled
eight functions, and in the appropriate order. He made several self-corrections, as he
tried to accurately recreate the events of the original story in a certain sequence.
Simila. to the AGG, retellings of children in the GLG also contaired numerous pauses.
Steve whispered, ‘‘Let’s see,’ as if he was trying to ‘‘sort out”" his remembrance of
: the sequence of the story.

l Chila.on « the Below Grade Group recalled féw of the functions in the stimulus
folktale. In addition, none of these children recalled the functions in the apprupriate
sequence, and gave no indication of an awareness that their retellings had to follow
a certain order. Sandy's retelling is representative of children in this group, aad is
. shown in Figure 3. Her retelling was very brief and contained only 3 functicas -t of
‘ the 16 in the stimulus folktale. There were no self-corrections amony these children,
] with suie scattered instances of pauses. The pausing among these children, however,
appeared to serve some global role as an aid for their general memory of the stimulus
, stury, rather than as a facilitator for organizing this corpus of functions into a sequence
that matched the original story.

The retellings across groups also differed in terms of oral‘written language fea-
tures and sense of story. Brandy’s retelling cortained oral language that was more
uke the language of print than Steve’s or Sandy’s. For example, Brandy used dialog,
and embedded it within the frame of the story. Further, she consistently made clear
who was speaking. Steve also included some dialog, but he omitted explicit reference
to the speaker, requiring the listener to infer each speaker’s identity (e.g., ‘“And then
: caid ). Sandy included no dialog in her retelling.

j F ﬁclmdy showed her knowledge of literary style by using some of the *‘literary
d — NEPE"
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2. It was about, um, a girl.

2. And they turned into ducks. (pause)

3. That's a, um, goose. (pause)

4. Turned into ducks or gooses. (pausc)

5. And she had tarned all three boys into goosas. (pause)
6. And they told her that she had tc make, um, six things.
7. And she turned them back. (pause)

8. That's all it was about.

Figure 3. Sandy’s retelling of ‘‘The Six Swans.”” (Below Grade Group)

vocabulary”” and “‘literary cyntax”’ found in the stimulus story. Some of the word.
and phrases that are typically used in writing appearcd in Brandy’s retelling (e.g.,
‘‘He came JOYFULLY to visit his children’*; *“The king went to see his DEAR
children’’). Brandy also used some word nrders that are more yypical of written than
oral language (e.g., ‘‘Can’t you skow me the W.1.Y THROUCE THE WOODS?"’
““Then her HEART LEAPED FOR JOY”).

Brandy’s retelling was detailed and accurate, and her sense of story was well-
developed. Past tense and a formal beginning were evident. She oegan by telling the
listener the title of the story, and movead to a traditional story-opening line, ‘‘Once
upon a time . . .”’ following the format in the stimulus story. **Story-like”” plot
structure was present, causal relationships were generally clear, and there was a dis-
tinct sense of an ending. In contrast, Steve ana Sandy started out by relating an event
in the story. It is not until line 11 that Steve told the listener the title of the stury, and
Sandy never provided this information. Further, Brandy's etelling was more explicit
than Steve’s and Sandy’s in severa! ways. She used more specific nouns, verbs, and
adjectives to make her retelling clear (e.g., “‘the WICKED queen’’). Her use of
reference conventions appropriate to written language can be seen by looking at the
self  rrections she made (¢.g., * And then the witch took the king to her . . . to the
witch’s house.”’).

Although Steve’s retelling showed some of the linguistic means needed to produce
decontextualized text, overall his text made greater inferential demands on the listener
for understanding than Brandy’s. He made extensive use ot pronouns, but h~ often
amitted the referential nouns. For example, the listener was required to infer tha. the
words “‘her’” meant GIRL, ‘‘she’” meant QUEEN, and, ‘‘them’’ meant BROTHERS.
Steve’s retelling also made greater inferential demands on the listener by being less
explicit than Brandy’s. With omitted details and words (¢.8., ‘‘And was going there
to see something’’), it was more difficult for the listener to cope with the logic of the
story Sandy used pronouns in her retelling, but uniformly failed to provide the listener
with any nouns needed for their interpretation. Her retelling was considerably more
contextualized than Steve’s, making it very difficult for the listener to understand the
text witho additional refere

Although Brandy’s -etening showed her ability to assemble her language re-
sources at the semantic and syntactic levels to reconstruct a text as written narrative,
Steve’s and Sandy’s retellings were global, or ‘‘summative.”” The request from the
examiner was *“Tell me the whole story from beginning o end,” but Steve’s retelling
s?unded as if he had interpreted the request to be *“Tell me ABOUT the whole story
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1. It's starting out.

2. And the old lady is waking some gooses.

3. Some gooses from the boys.

4. I see her!

S. She's doing it nov. (child looks at examiner and waves hands
like magicians)

6. How do you make gooses from boys?

7. Oh yuk, that sounds gross!

a. And I don't even think anyone can REALLY &o that.

9. Kapowie?

10. Now you're a goose! (child waves hands at examiner, like a
magician)

11, Squawk, squawk, sguawk, squawk! (child waves arms up and
dovn, like flapping wings)

12, I'd liko to be a goose.

13. And the; ‘re flying around.

14. And then they're dive komhing houses.

15. Vyroom, vroom! (child moves arms horizontai, to look like wings
on airplane)

16. And they're not afraid of anything.

17. Just 1like me. (child laughs)

Figuwe 4. Orson’s retelling of *“The Six Swans.”” (Below Graae Group)

from beginning to end.”” In fact, Sandy began her retelling, *‘It was about a girl
.. .”" and ended it ““That’s all it was about.”

These examples by Brandy, S.«cve, and Sandy are representative of retellings of
children in the AGG, GLG, and BGG qroups, respectively. However, a fourth exam-
ple presented here is by another child in the Below Grade Group, and demonstrates
the diversity tiat was present across the retellings of these 24 second-grade children.

The re::zlling by Orson (age 7 years, 3 months) lacked detail and acsuracy, and
did not follow any logic of the story. His ense of story was notably immature, and
his retelling showed few features of story L. _guage, such as formal beginnirg, dialog,
and past tense. ‘‘Story-like” piot structure, causa! relationships, and sense of an
ending were not present. Perhaps most unique was Ors<a’s inability to use the lan
guage of the story. His entire retelling was recounted ia the present tense, as if events
in the story were happening at that very moinent. His language sounded as though he
was walcking a movie and telling vhat he was seeing as he viewed things from
moment to moment. Developmentally, the language in Orson’s retelling was similar
to that described by Sulzby (1985b) as *‘Following the Action’ when kindergartners
were asked to ;ead a favorite storybook. Orson’s atypical performance wa.i..ats some
additional information for his case. Although Orson’s grade equivalent <core in com-
prehension was 1.1, he was not enrolled in any special education classes, and English
was his priniary language.

The structure of childi.2’s retellings also differed across groups with regard to
the type of folktale elements included. Propp (1968) states that the first seven functions
may be regarded as the preparatory section in the folktale, and the folktale used in
tne present study contained six of these seven functions. Although children in the
Above and Grade Level Groups included many of these first six functions in their
retellinge, children in the Below Grade Group included few, if any, of these prelim-
nan, functions. These children most often began their retellings with Propp’s eighth
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: function, in which the villain in the story  ses harm or injury to une member of the
B family.
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DISCUSSION

Res. .rch with oral’written language differences indicates th.  wnitten language is
more decontextualized than oral language (Chafe, 1982, Olson, 1977, Rubin, 1978,
Tannen, 1982) Retellings by sor..¢ children in the present study were monologic and
noninteractive, composed without the need for any paralinguistic cues. In contrast,
other children created retellings that contained an oral conversational style that relied
on interpersonal involvement between the storyteller and the histener. Chafe (1982)
suggests that written language incorporates a richer and more varied vocabulary, and
is more syntactically integrated than oral language. Certain children in the present
study blended son.e of the literary vocabulary and syntax of the stimulus folktale nto
their retellings, refiecting an implicit awareness that certain types of words, phrases,
and word orderings are found in storybooks.

importantly, the di® ..nces observed across the retellings of these second-grade
children paralleled their level of reading comprehension. Thuse who were above grade !
level in reading comprehension showed a clear sensc of the wntten-narrative register, .
and had a fairly mature sense of story. Retellings by children who were reading at ;
grade level showea a great deal of vascillation between oral and written registers, '
suggesting that this differentiation process continued to piay a proment role for
them Finally, children whose comprehension was beluw grade leve! demonstrated a
rudimentary knowledge of *‘sense of story’’ and written language.

Retelling stories has been used as an assessment tool in researchu.., developmental

patterns in story comprehension (e.g., Stein & Glenn, 1979). More recently, Morrow
(1990) hus described the benefits of using story retelling as both an assessment tool
and instruci'onal strategy for story comprehension n early childhood. Beyond the )
preschool years, however, unve children enter the formal instructional setting, compre- '
hension is traditionally measured through a pe, -r and pencil test 1n which the child
must read passages of text and choose the picture explicating the passage or answei
a question about the passage This format allows only a single avenue for assessing
comprehension, providing unly une perspective on a child’s comprehension of a story.
Since the child is required and allowed to give unly discrete, Literal responses, Morrow
(1990) cautions that comprehcnsion assessment 1s defined by the questions asked, and
proposes that 1t should be the child’s response that 15 the focal point of comprehension
evaluation.

Results from the present study suggest that story retelling offers a valid source
of information concerning the abilily to reconstruct meaning by children beyond the
preschool years Children enter schoul and are engulfed by formal reading instruction,
however, the data reported here suggest that their knowledge and expectations about
written language are still being explored, clanfied, confirmed, and disconfirmed.
These results show that, even amung second-grade chi.Jien who have been exposed
to basal reading instruction, their underlying concepts about wntten language can be
characterized as uustable and not yet-conventional. Asking children to retell stores
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offers us a means of gaining insight into the ongoing process of literacy development
well into the primary grades.
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ASSESSING CHILDREN'S INFERENCING STRATEGIES
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Susan B. Neuman
Temple University

It 1s widely accepted that the ability to draw inferences is critical for reading
comprehension (Anderson & Pearson, 1984, Spiro, 1980). At the most general level,
inferencing is a constructive thinking process, requiring the reader to claborate upon
the explicit information presented in a text. A large number of studies have demon-
strated the integral role of inferencing it. the comprehension of and memory for text
(Bransford & Johnson, 1972; Goetz, 1977; Kintsch, 1986).

Fur many readers, however, inferential comprehension is more difficult than other
comprehension processes (Hansen, 1981). Three explanations have been hypothesized
to account for these difficulties. The first is that diffcrences in prior knowledge may
influence children’s ability to make inferences. Pearson, Hansen and Gordon (1979),
for example, found that children with greater prior knowledge on a topic were able
to draw more inferences than those with weakly developed schemata Thus, deficien-
cies 1n prior knowledge may account for limited inferencing in certain situations

Rescarch by Paris and his colleagues offer a second explanation They suggest
that young children tend not to apply their inferential strategies thoroughly, unless
specifically directed to do so (Peris & Linday  1976; Paris & Upton, 1976). For
example, 7-year-uld children failed to comprehes.  nferences spontancously and could
not use indirect cues to access memory. Nevertheless, when these childeen were
directly encouraged to dramatize the sentences, they could use both implicit and
exphicit cues cqually well. These results sugge 2 that wh.le developmentally capabie,
young children mav not naturali, engage in strategies to ‘‘ge beyond the text *

Evidence from lassroom instructional practices suggests a third allemative Stud-
1es report that students are not typically asked inferential uestions in rexding (Hansen
& Pearson, 1983). Further, eachers tend to teach their good and poor readers differ-
ently (Allington, 1983) resulting in poor readers receiving even less instruction in
inferential thinking than good readers.

Most of these studies, however, have eaamined inferencing at the point of re-
tneval ut when an investigator impose. a task upon readers demanding such reasoning
These types of nferences may not be made routinely during the ongoing comprehen- .
sion process. Further, as Frederiksen (1975) and Kintsch (1974) @rgue, inferencing ;
may occur 4t #7 point wiien incoming data is encoded into memory This suggests :
that studies measunng inferences at retrieval only may underc.:imate those that are ¢
made during the comprehension process itself.

The present stud, lesigned to measure children’s inferences, differs from tix se
p}rcvxously cited 1n several speafic features. First, it examined inferencing strategics 5
¥ Q ;
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using a verbal recall technique as children are comprehending text. Second, unambigu-
ous texts (two short mystery stories) were used. It was reasoned that well-constructed
mystery stories might enhance ecological validity . ; naturally encouraging children
to predict and infer from text without direct probing. Thisd, good and puor readen.
were selected to analyze if differences occur in inferencing strategies. Fourth, the
inferences strategies examined emerged from the subjects’ reading of these texts,
rather than a predetermined set of categories.

With these considerations in mind, this study was designed to address the follow-
ing questions: (a) Do young readers generate inferences as they read stories? (b) Which
types of inferencing strategies do readers make during comprehension? (c) Do low-
and high-proficiency students employ similar inferencing strategies? (d) Are there
differences in children’s ability to successfully apply inferencing strategies?

Access to these comprehension strategies amoag adults and older children have
been obtained in muy cases through variations of verbal reporting techniques. Col-
lins, Brown and Larkin (1980), f~r example, elicited varbal reports of skilled adult
readers’ thinking processes as ti:ey interpreted text. This technique, however, has not
been regarded as most appropriate for young or poor readers who may be less able to
introspect about their cognitive knowledge (Brown, 1980). Introducing a modification
of verbal reporting, Phillips (1988) used a limited-probe-when-necessary technique,
where clarification questions were used after students read brief episodes of text. This
approach helped to increase the completeness of reporting as wel! as to minimize the
interval between processing and retrospection considered to be essential 1n obtaining
reports of cognitive activity. Further, her apprizch combined aspects of retelling and
verbal reporting Students were first given opportunities to tell all they wished about
a particular episode without probing, then, if or when necessary, clarification questions
were asked Norris (in press), = a validation study, found that these verbal reports
did not alter subjects’ comprehension processes or performance. Consequently, a
similar approach was adopted in this study.

METHOD

Subjects

The subjects were 42 fifth-grade students from 11 classrooms in an urban school
district in the Boston metropolitan area The sample, primarily from blue-collar fami-
lies, was ethnically « erse, including 70% Caucasian, 15% Asian, and 15% Black.
All students spoke English as their first language. None were identified as learning
disabled High achieving students (N=21), th._ = .iw scored above the 85th percentile
on the Metropolitan Achievement Test (Prescott, Balow, Hogan, & Farr, 1978)
{(M=9781, SD=4 37), and low achieving students (N =21), those who scored below
the 50th percentile (M =32.67, SD =8.85), were selected from each classroom.

Materials

Two stcries were used from the Bloodhound Gang mystery senes (Children‘s
Television Workshop, 1983): *“The One-Ton Jewel,”" about a *‘white dwarf,”’ a Jewel
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*  supposedly from outer space th... was to be auctioned for a great deal of money, and
““The Blob,” a story of a stolen ice sculpture. The stories were well-structured,

involving female and male characters appropriate to the children’s age and interest
level. ““The Biob’’ iacluded 931 words, and *‘The One-Ton Jewel,”” 1,294 words.
Both were written at the fourth-grade reading level according to the Fry Readabilitv
Formula.

Stories were each divided into six episodes; each ended with the introduction of
a new clue related to solving the case. Colored pieces of paper were-insuted. ;n
booklets containing each story to indicate ends of episodes. General prompung ques-
tions were used if or when a clarification.of children’s inferences was mquued ‘For
exa:ple: (a) Did you find any clues in your reading? (b) What do you think-will
happen next? Why do you think so? (c) Does this give you any ideas?

Procedure

Students met individually with the researcher or a graduate assistant in reading
and language in a private room for one session of approximately 30-50 minutes.
Using a sample protocol, the researcher described the verbal reporting procedures,
emphasizing the open-endedness of the activity and assuring them that no corrections
or grades would be given for responses.

Students were then asked to read two stories, episode by episode. Story selection
for both groups was counterbalanced. Students were tcld to request the pronunciation
of any unfamiliar word, and to read at their own pace. After each episode, the re
searcher asked each student what came to mind while reading the story, using the
clarification questions only when the student was not clear or when he or she appeared
to be hesitant to make inferences. Students were asked to verbally report on six
episodes in each story for a total of 12 times. These sessions were audiotaped and
transcribed verbatim.

Data Analysis

Verbal reports from each story were combined to form a protocol for each student.
Each protocol was divided into tdea units, defined as a proposition containing at least
one relational concept and one argument. Twu judges examined idea units in a sample
of 10 protocols to determine whether each represented a recall idea unit, one that was
stated directly from the story, or an inference level idea unit, one that might be
suggested but not stated in the text. Percent of agreement between judges was 98%
The average frequency of recall and inference idea units was 36% and 64%, respec-
tively.

Protocols were then examined by three judges to determine which inferencing
strategies children used in comprehending the stories. The term strategy was defined
here as a plan or technique used by readers for interpreting materials. Similar to
Phillips’ research (1988), 1t was considersd independent of the correctness of the
actual interpretation.

From exw=nsive discussions and analysis of the protocols, a typology was devei-
oped following Trabs:s0's basic distinction of two types of inferences. text-based and
slot-filling (1980). Ja ‘ext-based inferences the individual finds semantic or logical




relations between propositions expressed in a story. In slot-filling inferences the indi-
vidual fills in missirg information to make connections between events discussed in
a text. A third category, referring to miscellancous strategies including reitcrating and
refraining from inferencing was also added.

It was also clear that students, on occasion, attempied a particular-inference :

strategy, but misconsirued information. For example, in trying to bind togetbctdxffer-
ent propositions, the child might draw an incorrect conclusion. Therefore, a-ide from-

Categorizing protocols according to inference strategies attempted -and-frequency- qlt}
their use, an erior rate was obtained, indicating the ratio of implaiisible.inferences.

.

over atterpts, -

Two judges then independently coded 10 protocols; interrater reliability on.the
identification of strategies used was 85%. Afier establishing reliability of the coding
system, each inference idea unit in all protocols was classified by strategy.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The first set of analyses addressed inferencing strategics shiiczen use while read-
ing storzes, and analyzed whether there are difference:; betwesn strategy use on the
basis of children’s reading proficiency levels. The second set of analyses examined
differences in the successful application of these strategies and qualitativaly analyzed
the types of errors thet occarred when reading.

Types ard Frequency of Inferencing Strategy

Eight inference strategies were used by the subjects. Three types appeared to he
text-based. The first, binding, rsferred to an attsmpt to drawn conclusions on the basis
of a number of stated facts. ‘ite logic followed sorething like, *“if ‘x’ were there,
and 'y’ wer there, then they botn must have been involved in the crime together.”
The second type, rebinding, similar to the strategy defined by Collins, Brown and
Larkin (1980) and Phillips (1988), appeared when new information apparertly led to
a conflict in the — :dent’s understanding of the story. Here, the reader was forced.to
either adjust new information to fit the past interpretation, or readjust their previous
understanding with the new data. For example, following her decision that Smiling
Jimmy stole the Blob, the student says, ‘“Well, wait I think there probably never was
a Blot.*’ The third strategy, confirming, occurred when a new fact was used to explain
a prior interpretation. This type of inferencing appeared to model the process of
instantiating slots within a selected schema (Anderson & Pearson, 1984) «s studenis
attempted to provide a coherent overall representation of the rtory. For example, a
student confirming that the rock or star was fake, zdded “‘because Vickie said that
she could lift it vy with one hand.”

Three types of slot-filling inferences were identifed. Assigning default values
occurred in the absence of specifically substantiating mformation in the text, In is
strategy, students constructed hypotheses about events of the story based on their
background information, and/or their knowledge of story structure. For example, one
student assumed that the “‘white dwarf,” which w.s a dead star from outer space,
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was actually a ‘‘dead rock and roll singer” from the band “*White Dwarf.”” The
second type, empathizing, involved a personal response. Here, children seemed to
emotionally place themselves in the story, attribut.ig feelings to characters on the
basis of their own beliefs and responses. For example, after reporting that Vickie
thinks the *““White Dwarf”’ is a fake, the student said, ‘‘Everybody’s gonna be sur-
prised when she picks it up."" Proposing solutions, the third slot-filling strategy,
referred to attempts to invent new solutions not related to information presented thus
far in the text. For example, recalling that it was probably Smiling Jimmy who stole
the Blob, the studsnt proposed that he might *‘just dispose of the rrozen Blob in the
river.”’

Children used two other strategies. The first was simply reiterating a previously
made inference without adding any new explanation or interpretation, such as *‘Yel,
I think he did it."” The final strategy inc!..ded refrai..1g from responding, by saying
“I'm not sure,”” or *‘I don’t know.” .ough reflecting a lack of knowledge, this
strategy appearcd at times to express children's *olerance for ambiguity or ability to
remain open to multiple interpretations.

The average frequency of stiategies used and standard deviations are reported in
Table 1.

Clearly the slot-fiiling strategy of assigning default values was employed most
often, accounting for approximately half of all reported inferences. Other strategies
used frequently were text-based, including binding story elements together and con-
fimung prior interpretations with aew information. Perhap. lue to the task, there was
Ittle evidence of rebinding or empatlizing with characters or character actions in
e.’her group. Renterating and refraining strategies were used with relative frequency,
indicating a lack of knowled, e or an unwillingness for various reasons to draw infer-
ences.

To exzmune differences 1n stratcgy 1 s among high and low readers, a multivari-

Tacle 1

Means and Standard Deviativns for Frequency of Strategy Use for Goud and Poor
Readers

Good Readers Poor Readers

Stra.egy M <D M SD
Text-based Inferences

Binding 18.55 10.75 13.00 6.98

Rebinding .95 1.9 1.55 2.11

Confirming 12.25 4.45 14.23 6.00
Slot-filling Inferences

Assuming Defaults 47.80 15.12 50.41 12.93

Empathizing 1.45 2.28 .95 1.59

Proposing New Solutions 3.65 3.28 4.77 4.95
Cther

Reiteratii-3 5.60 3.49 6.95 5.08
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ate analysis of variance was performed with the frequencies of the uses of the cight
strategies as dependent variables. No significant differences were reported between
groups (F(1, 40)=Wilks Lambda, 1.25, p<.30). These results suggest that similar
strategies appear to be used by good and poor readers when constructing meaning
from text.

Examining Children's Errors

Though employing similar strategies, an analysis of mean frequencies of errors
indicated striking diffesences in their successful applcation between good and peor
readers. "/ith an average of over 18 errors per prowocol, poor readers learly miscon-
strued information more fre. uently than good readers. A one-way analysis of variance
indicated that these differences were statistically significant (F(1, 40)=25.53,
p<<.0G1).

These ervors were qualitatively analyzed to examine the aature of these difficul-
ties Three categories of difficulties appeared to account for students’ incorrect re-
sponses: (a) overreliance on background knowledge. a reliance on intuition or prior
knowledge of an idea or character trait in the face of conflicting textual informatic ;
(b) overreliance on short-term memory: a focus on decoding specific facts or words
in a story while ignoring relations or meanings among these facts; and (c) inability 10
impose order on text poorly organized incoming textual information led to erroneous
conclusions.

Interrater reliability, established #~r error categorization, was .89. Once reliability
was establisked, judges independently coded 554 inferencing errors. Table 2 describes
number and percentage of errors by category for good and poor readers.

Overreliance o background information to the detriment of co~ -idering all textual
infonination appeared to be the most common source of error. In qualitative terms, it
also represented the most serious kind of distortion, often guided by schema contrary
to the story’s actual ¢vents and intended meaning.

Given the poor match between schema selection and textual information, students
had difficulty slotting incoming information, tending to rely on short-term memory
rather than on forming a consistent interpretation. With inefficient schema and racon-

Table 2
Number and Percent of Errors by Category for Cood anu Poor Readers

Good Readers Poor Readers

Error Category Number % Number
Overrcliance on Background

Knowledge 64 7 156
Oveneliance on Recal! 43 5 137
Inability to Impose Order on

Text 41 4 113
Total Errors 148 16 406
Number of Inferences 934 1,065
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sistency among incoming facts, relationships among the parts and the whole were
rather arbitrary and insufficient.

These results, together with the previous analysis, suggest that while similar
strategies appear to be employed by good and poor readers, poor readers are more apt
to ignore the tex\ in favor of their own intuitive responses, often rather arbitrarily
recalling facts without evidence of consolidating them into a consistent and satisfying
interpretation. )

CONCLUSIONS

In contrast to previous assumptions about students’ difficulties in making infer-
ences, this stdy found that child-en frequently engaged in a number of inferencing
strategies. Inferencing occurred ¢ ring the encoding process, as children were interpre
tiag incoming data. This finding suggests that studies analyzing inferencing during
retrieval slone may be seriously underestimating the frequency of inf=rences used by
children in comprehending stories.

Good and poor readers appeared to use 2 similar repertoire of inferencing strate-
gies. This finding supports and extends research by Oakan, Wiener, and Cromer
(1971), and Olshavsky (1976-1977), who found that strategies employed and fre-
quency of their uses in comprehending materials di¢ not significantly differ amung
high and low proficiency groups.

However, poor readers clearly appeared to accept unconventional interpretations
of stories. For example, never questioning her assumption, one student suggested that
the meamng of putting a robber away or *“in’ ice as she remcmbered, meant that the
robber was going to be “‘placed in an ice bucket.” Since <he did not appear to
comprelend the story to begin with, she was not able to detect when the meaning of
the senterce had, icdeed, become anomalous.

Qualtative analyses of errors suggests that, in contrn ttc 'ack of prior knowledge,
many puor readers adopted inefficient schema, allowing them to accurately slot only
a portion of text. When the text did not conform with their existing interpretation, it
would tend to be either overlooked or “‘rewritten.’” Therefore, it was not lack of prior
knowledge, as much as the wrong prior knowl~dge that students’ brought to the
text. This view supports Nicholcon and Imlach’s finding (1981) that children’s prior
knowledge often coinpetes for priority in children’s infereacing, with inniitive knowi
edge at times interfering with the complex process of constructing meaning from text.

In summary, rath<r than strategy training, teachers may well be advised to empha-
size a number of direct instructional activities which help students focus on textual
materials. Discussion of the topic to be read subsequent to comprebension might be
one of the more efficient ways of enhancing children’s understandi 4 of stories. For
example, as little as 10 minutes of general discussion prior to reading appesrs to
si, nificantly affect children’s comprehension (Neuman, 1988). Further, techniques
that encourage childrzn to attend to text and justify their responses on the basis of
text information are important. For those readers with low expectations of print in
partic.’ar, instruction ans' pract.ce may have direct consequences on their inferencing
performaice.
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EZVELOPING LOW-PERFORMING, FOURTH-GRADE, INNER-
CITY STUDENTS’ ABILITY TC COMPREHEND NARRATIVE'

James H. Mosenthal
Michigan State University

For the past 15 years, the reading education community has been concerned with
the nature of comprehension and the forms of comprehension instruction Building
bridges from the former to the latter, from theory to practice, was provoked ear'y on by
Durkin’s critique of classroom comprehension instruction and basat teachers’ manuals
(1978-79, 1981). There has been a large response to this challenge resulting i spe-
cific, theory-based strategies for providing *‘relatively direct or explicit instruction
in comprehension.” especially for the low-achieving student (Brows, Palincsws, &
Ammbruster, 1984, p. 255). Representative of these strategies are Palincsar and
Brown’s reciprocal teaching strategy (*986), Au’s Experience-Text-Relationship strat-
egy (1979), and Raphael’s Question-# uswer-Reiationship strategy (1982). All of these
strategies follow principles of direct comprehension instruction as discussed by such
researchers as Collins and Smith (1982) and Pearson and Gallagher (1983).

But there is a seccnd bridge that has been harder to build—the ons: from tested
comprehension practices to incorporation in ongoing classroom instruction. Wendler,
Samuels, and Moore (1989) found in their observations of teachers that the amourt and
quality of comprehension instruction was no different than that observed by Durkin
(1978-79). They ccnclude that *‘teachers may be confused about the difference be-
tween assessment of comprehension and direct instruction of comprehension’” and
that **it is possible that either teachers do not know about these recommendations
because they are so new, or that teachers would like to use Jirect instruction but do
not knc w how to do it’’ (Wendler, Samuels, & Moors, 1989, p. 396).

It is also possible that the conditions of classroom instruction mitigate against
incorporation of direct comprehension instruction into ongomg classroom practice.
Barr and Dreeben’s work (1983) on the relationship between clasc-ocm conditions
and Jeaming point to the constraints . = novel or multiple forms of instruction imposed
by these conditions. These constraints are especially restrictive when: (a) there is an
extreme 1ange of ability within a classrocm, and a relatively large number of low-
achieving students, (b) there is a lack of materials of various levels of difficulty within
a grade level, (c) class size is large, and (d) the teacher has little experience (See
Barr, 1982.) Mosenthal's (1987) attempt to replicate the effects of reciprocal teaching

' The author gratefully acknowledges the assistance of Mindy Boyer in the data analysis ar.d preparation
of t{m manuscript.
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in the inner city, where these conditions were present, seems to bare unt the difficulty,
of incorporating novel instruction, given restrictive classroom conditions.

The purpose of this paper is to describe an instructional project working with
low-achieving fourth graders in a single classroom of an inner-city school. The sig- .47
nifizance of the description is that it depicts the complexity of incorporating principles
of direct comprehension instruction into ungoing classroom instruction. We attempt,
to show how classroom conditions and principles of direct comprehension instruction
interact in the development of feasible instruction that results in student growth. In. .
the paper we address three issues: (a) res, nding to the conditions of classroom
teaching and learning, (b) providing 2xplicit .omprehension instruction, and (c) docu-
menting growth. This work was carried out over a 12-week period as part of a long-
term staff development project.

CHANGING THE CONDITIONS OF INSTRUCTION

RPN A TR
TS TAL SRR i

The classroom was part of an elementary school of a public housing project in a
large city The school district prohibited grouping for reading instruction and required
that teachers teacl: all students from the grade level basal text. Classrooms in the
school, on the average, had over 30 students and - .esented 2 broad range of ability
with a high proportion of low-achieving students. . students in the elementary grades
worked from the grade level basal. In setting up the conditions for instruction the staff
developer and the teacher took s:*ps to change or respond to three conditions: (a) the
large number of low ability students, (b) the nature of the materials, and (c) the
exclusive use of whole-class instruction in a classroom of 32 students.

Instead of grouping the whole class for instruction, and thus increase the likeli-
hood of managerial and disciplinary problems, the decision was made to group the
lowest achieving students in the classroom for a regular, 2-day comprehension lesson.
The grouped students were the 7 lowest achieving fourth graders, as chosen by their
teacher. Their average age at the end of third grade was 9.33. Their ITBS Reading
Achievemeént scores at the end of third grade averaged 2.43. Individual ages and
scores are presented in Table 1.

To match the reading ability of the students with materials of ar appropriate
difficulty, the staff developer brought in a set of second-grade basal readers (Eller &
Hester, 1984a and b). The stories discussed in the lessons were taken from these
reade~s The only criterion for selection was the teacher’s and staff developer’s intu-
ition about the quality and interest of the stories.

Most important in the instruction was the expertise and experience of the class-
room teacher. The teacher had 12 years of teaching experience, though only in her
second year in the city and school where the staff development took place. She
‘tlad a strong rapport with her students, and had excellent management skills and
understanding of comprehension processes. In her previous practice she was used to
grouping students for instruction She collaborated in the development of the compre-
hension lesson.
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Table 1
Story Retelling Data

The Tricky Troll Sing Sack Sing Benjie
S Age TITBS R+ C** O** R C 0 R Cc o)

9 2.3 00 .00 5 43 1 50 4z 1
8 3.0 a5 .13 J4 45 2 76 38 1
9 1.7 34 22 64 45 1 79 62 2
unk .58 .30 - - 540 30 2
1
2
2

10 2.9 00 .00 67 29 0 .63 .48
10 2.5 A2 17 88 27 0 55 24
10 2.2 43 .07 62 23 1 73 .38
Ml 9.3 24 39 .13 d4 7235 .83 .64 40 157
SD 30 .11 38 .10 .10 g5 12 12 54

- ¥ QW -SE TSI S R
g
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~e

*R =Relevance or number of causally relevant clauses in retetling/total number of clauses in retelling.
*+C= Completeness or number of causally relevant clauses in retelling/clauses in ideal retelling.
*#50 = Outcome or parts of outcome included in retelling.

DIF.EECT COMPREHEMSION INSTRUCTION

The comprehension lesson was designed to increase students’ comprehension of
narrative text and to be feasible in the classroom. The activity was carried out regularly
over time (12 weeks). In addition, the activity provided the same kind of comprehen-
sion instructicn that might be given to students performing at grade le 1 (see Brown,
Palincs~r, & Armbruster, 1984). In other words, it focused on -eading, writing, and
discussion of text as structured by strategies developed by the teacher and staff devel-
oper. The use of the strategies followed principles uf direct comprehension instruction.
The purpos of the two-part Jesson and the strategies were explained and modeled for
the students. Over time the teacher guided the students in the use of the strategies.

The students were engaged in a 2-Gay reading/writing comprehension lesson con-
ducted once a wesk. During the first day of a lesson the teacher and students read
and discussed following a modified Directed Reading-Thinking Activity or
DR TA (after . ..cr, 1969). At the end of the di“cussion the students wrote a
retelling of the story. No assistance was given in the writing of the retelling. This
was done in order that the students individually attempt to work out the completeness
or sensibleness of the story already constructed in the DR-TA. In other words, the
DR-TA discussion worked out the completeness of a story as a group activity. As a
result, all information relevant to a retelling was elicited in the discussion immediately
prior to the written retelling.

Before the second part of the comprehensiun lesson the tea. her and staff developer
read the student.’ retellings. The retellings were informally evaluated on whether they
included relevant beginning, middle, and endiag content. Rased ¢ 1 this evaluation the
teacher and staff developer decided upon what introductory comments should be made
at the beginning of the second part of the lessor to focus the group activity of writing
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a retelling. For example, when the first retellings were brief and unconnected the
students were encouraged to write more. When the retellings tended to Fe verbatim
renderings of the story, breaking off abruptly when the student needed to finish, the
students were encouraged to think of the retelling as a kind of sunymary which included
information about the beginning, middle, and ending of a story.

On the second day the teacher and students constructed their own written retelling
of the story discussed the day before. The teacher followed a plan for generating a
group written retelling developed by her and the staff developer. This inciuded provid-
ing a ‘‘retelling-starter’* such as, ‘‘This is a story about a girl who disobeyed her
mother.”” Students were then prompted to discuss what information should come next
in the retelling. Students wrote their own ideas of what should come next based cn
the group discussion. This continued through 3 to 5 cycles of asking ‘*What should
come next?”” until the resolution of the story was reached and the students completed
their group-aided retelling.

The rationale of the 2-day lesson was to confront the students’ own version and
concept of a retelling written on the first day of the lesson with a model retelling
they helped construct on the second day. This awareness of a gap between their work
as individuals and their work as a group functioned as a stimulus to growth iy, the
discussion and writing of subsequent lessons. In terms of development, the intent of
the lessons was to develop the students’ ability to cotnprehend text as a whole as
reflected in the completeness of their written retellings.

The decision to use written retellings was made because of what it reveals about
the students’ comprehension. Retellings, at a very basic level, ask students to construct
or represent their understanding of the whole of a text they have read. In one sense,
the retelling reflects the extent to which the student has been able to construct a causal
chain of the events of a story (see Trabasso, 1981). A causal chain can be likened to
a target structure o coherent representation »f events in a story that is a basic goal of
reading narrative (see Collins, Brown, and Larkin, 1980). This coherence or under-
standing is achieved through inferencing strategies that enable the reader to progres-
sively refine the coherence of the causal representation of events. A retelling reflects
a reader’s causal understanding of a story as a whole and the presence or lack of
sophisticated inferencing strategies. Similar arguments fur oral retellings by young
readers have been made by Gambrell, Pfeiffer, and ‘Wilson (1985), and Morrow
(1985).

Another reason for using written retellings is that they are written. Writing has
become a partner to reading in teaching for understandic.;. What writing contrnibutes
that reading and “¥scussion don’t is the student’s text- -a concrete manifcstation of
the stucent’s ur rstanding. Writing a retelling, like writing generally, requires that
the student fix his or her understanding of a story in the form of a text—in this case
aretelling This is a different type of understanding than that reflected in a response
to a question about a part of a story. It is a concrete reflection of what has been
constructed about the story as a coherent, causal whole. As such, the written retelling
forces a more exact and articulate understanding than required in oral comprehens.on
tasks.

The written retelling, used to assess comprehension, is o liability to the extent
that it is influenced by the students’ writing fluency. However, when treated as a
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comprehension activity or task, in other words as the object of instruction, the written
retelling engages cognitive processing of te it in a manner and a degree which group
discussion and oral retellings dn rot. Qur argument is that this processing of text, to
the extent that it is individual and requires “‘fixing’’ one’s understanding of the whole
of a story, can be a main contributor to students’ learning to comprehend as well as
leaming what it means to comprehend narrative.

STUDENTS’ GROWTH

As noted above, the teacher and staff developer informally evaluated the nature
of the students’ unaided written retellings on a weekly basis. As the students demon-
strated a capacity to write an unaided written retelling which included relevant begin-
ning, middle, sad ending content, this focus of the comprehension lesson was stopped.
This occurred after the 12th lesson. A story summary and a student’s unaided written
retelling for the 3rd, 7th, and 10th lessons are given in Appendices A, B, and C.
These lessons were based on stories titled The Farmer and the Troll, Sing Sack Sing,
and Benjie, respectively. As is appar.ut from the contrast in the qualitv of the retell-
ings, this student comes to understand the demands of the retelling task and is able
to wnte a retelling including rlevant beginning, middle, and cnding content. His
growth . representative of the growth of the other students. To provide a more formal
analysis of change in the ~uality of the students’ retellings, an analysis of the causal
cohesiveness of the retellings was carried out.

The Analysis of the Students’ Retellings

In the forma! analysis .. the students’ unaided written retellings, the stories read
during the 3rd, 7th, and 10th lessons wer. analyzed. For each story discussed and
retold, the sta’f developer and a research assistant wrote an ideal retziling. It was
ideal to the extent that only information necessary to reconstruct a causal chain for
the story was included. These ideal retellings were develo’ «d based on an analysis of
their cansal relations following the method deveioped by (rabasso and his colleagues
(Trabasso, Secco, & van den Broek, 1984; Trabasso & Sperry, 1985; Trabasso, van
den Broek & Suh, 1989).

‘Two measures are cited as important by Trabasso and his colleagues: recall of
information on the causal chain, and recall of important information within the causal
chain. The causal chain is the chain of clauses which are necessary to trace the
develooment of the story from beginning to end. The ideal retellings are reconstruc-
tions of the causal chain of events for a story. Recall of important stor, information
within the causal chain 1s content whose causal importance is high, relative to other
content on the chain.

These r-asures were adapted in the present study. Students’ unaided written

retelling: parsed clausally. Clauses which matched clauses in the ideal retelling
were COu see how much of the students’ retellings included information on the
causal ct. : story, we calculated the proportion of the students’ clauses which
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could be matched to the ideal retell.ng. This measure can be thought of as an indicator
of the extent to which a student only includes causally relevant information. We will
refer to this as the Relevance variable. As the amount of causally relevant information
increases the value on this measure approaches 1.00. A score of 1.00 indicates that
every clause in the student’s retelling matched a different clause in the ideal retelling.

We aiso calculated the proportion of the clauses in the ideal retelling which were
matched in the students’ retellings This measure indicates the extent to which, over
time, more of the information o= the causal chain is included by the students. We
will refer to this as the Completeness variable. As the students include more causally
important information values on this measure approach 1.00. A score of 1.00 indicates
that a student’s retelling matched the ideal retelling.

A third measure was created to get at the extent to which the student recalled the
most causally important information in the ideal retelling. Because the ideal retellings
were long (the average was 51 clauses per story) and complex when compared to the
artificially constructed stories used by Trabasso and his colleagues, it turned out to
be difficult to isolate a few, most im.zcrtant clauses. Typically, sequences of clauses
describing an action or a line of argument functioned as a single unit. In addition,
many clauses shared the distinction of having the highest causal value in the causal
chain represented by the ideal retelling. As a res't, it was rarely that all of the
causally most important clauses were included in the students’ retellings.

Therefore, it was decided that the most impottant information for the students to
recal’ was information about the outcome and resolution of the story. From the iufor-
mal evaluations of the retellings it was evident that the students had the most difficulty
including relevant ending information in their written retellings. To determine whether
relevant information having to do with the outcome of the story was included, the
following measure was developed Each story follows a general pattern. Each story
first develops a problem or goal of the protagonist (the farmer can't get rid of 2 troll
who causes trouble, Rosita is kidnapped, Benjie is shy and huis grandmother has lost
her favorite earring) Then the story develops the action the protagonist takes to
achieve the goal‘overcome the problen: (the farmer poses a deceitful bargain; Rosita
sings a song attributable to her, Benjie fights his shyness and tnies to find the earring).
Finally, the story develops a resolution (the troll accepts the bargain and never knows
better; Rosita is freed by a friend and they arrange to have the kidnapper run out of
town; Benjie finds the earring by overcomixg his shyness). Retellings were scored as
to whether they included a complete depiction of the story outcome. We will refer to
this variable as the Outcome variable.

In scoring this measure, a ‘0" was given if the outcome was not explicitly
mentioned A “1'" was given if the outcome was given but was incomplete. For
example, in The Tricky Troll, if a student said the troll accepted the bargain but did
not say the troil was tricked in the process a scc & of **1"" was given. In Sing Sack
Sing, if a student said Rosita was freed by a friend but did not say that the kidnapper
was run out of town, a score of ““1'* vas given. And in Benjie, if the student said
Benjie found the earring but did nct say that he lost his shyness, then a score of **1°
was given If both parts of the outcomes described above were given a score of **2"*
was assigned.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table ' presents descriptive data on ths students’ written retellings. On the Rele-
vance variable, which measures the proportion of the students’ clauses that matched
clauses in the ideal retclling, group mean ser.a3 increased from .39 for The Tricky
Troll, to .72 and .C" for Sing Sack Sing and Benjie, respectively. On the Completeness
variable, which measurzs the proportion of clauses in the ideal retelling included in
the students’ retellings, scores increased from .13 to .35 and .40 from the 3nd to the
7th to the 10th story. Perhaps because of the small sample size, these ~ifferences were
not significanty differer. in a one-way ANOVA. However, given tu¢ tzacher’s and
staff developer’s informal evaluation of the retellings, the increase in the Relevance
and Completeness variables appears to reflect the change in students’ retellings ob-
served during instruct.on.

These scores also indicate that students’ setellings stabilized by the middle of the
staff development (when Sing Sack Sing wes read). In other words, with respect to
the Relevance and Completeness variables, it is as if all that the students learned about
retelling stories occurred by the seventh lesson. This conclusion, though, runs countsr
to the perceptions of the teacher and staff developer who continued the instruction for
another 5 weeks.

Scores  the Outcome variable, which measures the extent to whick stucznts
refold the outcome of a story, provide some support for the teacher’s and taff devel-
oper’s perception that there was rcom for improvement in the students’ retellings,
even after the seventh lesson. Treated as a continuous variable, mean scores on the
Outcome variable increased from .14 to .83 and 1.57. These differences are statisti-
cally significant (F(2, 17)=11.24, p<.01). Using Tukey’s HSD t t (Kirk, 1968),
:he difference between the mean-, for Benjie (Lesson 10) and The Tricky Troll (Lesson
3) is significant, p<.05. The mean scores for Benjie and The Tricky Troll are not
significantly different from the score for Sing Sack Sing (Lesson 7) Thus, the differ-
ence indicates, with respect to the inclusion of outcome iaformation, that students did
not understand the importance of this information in a retelling at the time of the
seventh lesson. This means that students were still learning to understand what it
mea:_s to retell a story even after other reteiling skills had stavilizec ™~ * esson 7 when
Sing Sack Sing was read.

Impheit 1n the above argument is the noticn that .he improved retellings were the
result of the instruction. It could be argued the: he retellings became more causally
cohesive simply as a result of practice. It is impossible to untangle to wiat extent the
students’ 1mprovement .s due to the nature of the comprehension lessons or to the
repettive practice in wrting retellings. The scores on the Outcome variable suggest
that the students’ growth was a function of practice ana the content of th ‘essons
since, as noted, these scores did not stabilize by the middle of training as did the
other measures. in uher wosds, the lata from the Outcome variable suggests that the
improved reteling. were not simply a function of practice but of learning a conception
of a retelling that included the adequate depiction of the outcome of a story. The
outcome measure provides some evidence that the lessons themselves played & por-
tant part in directing students’ thinking about what to include in a retelling.
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This argument for growth over the weeks of the training is exemplified in the
outcome information provided in the written retellings of Student 7 and givén in
Appendices A, B, and C. In his written retelling of The Farmer and the Troll, at.the
beginning of training, Student 7 does not state that the troll -accepts the -bargain
presented by the fammer, and, necessarily, does not state that in accepting the bargain:
he is unaware of the trick that has been played or: him. Thus for the outcome measure,
Student 7 was given a score of *‘0.” In his retelling of Sing Sack Sing, .in thc 7th weck'
of training, Student 7 does state that Rosnta is rescued but does not mcnnon that the

Student 7 was given a score of **1.” Ia his retelling ofBenjle, in the 10th. w_egk qﬂf}

training, Student 7 states that Benjie finds the earring and overcomes his shyness in

